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. CHAPTER 1 - . .

ISSUES IN THE MANAGEMENT AND PERFORMANCE OF FIELD AGENT ROLES

L )

Educational field agents are‘personnel located outside the boundaries
of client school systems; their objective is td assist clients--~individuals,

groups, or schools--in order to enhance each client's functioning as an -

educatdr or educational system (Louis, 1981). Field agents generally have

some organizational base, such as an lntermediate or state educational agency
or regional educational laboratory, yﬁose mission includes technlcal assiatance
to lccal schools and school systems in order to foster school improvement.
Thus, educational field agents regularly move between the organizatlons "
sponsoring and receiving this assistance, and they qualify for a more generic
term in the organlzatlonal literature: 'boundary spanner.”

‘ In this volume, we explore the nature of the fleld agent role in edu-
cation. We analyze how the role emerged in a particular federal program, how
the nature of the role affected those who performed it, and how the role was
perceived by those who were intended to be its primary beneficlaries--teachers
and principals. Special emphasis is placed upon a variety of role character-
istics which differentiate 'boundary-spanning positions from positions more
centrally located in an organization. Most of thesge characterlstlcs are not
unique to field agentq% Rather, they are role dilemmas that are particularly
salient for all people who must interact extensively with cllente located
outside their own organizations. An understanding of these role® dilemmas
can, however, contribute a great deal to our understanding of how and why
field agents behave in tertain ways and have certaln.attitudes about their
jobs. Managers of field agents might be especlally‘toggerned with the extent
to which the field agents' attitudes and behavior affect their performance,
or even thelr survival, in an unusually stressful role. . If these attltudes
and behavlor_can be altered through job design or providing professional
support, then the 1mpllcations for role management are increased.

Our approach to these 1ssues is exploratory, largely because the *
state of knowlecge about educational field agents--often referred to as
fexternal chggge'aqents' or 'lfnklng agents'--is still gltlfully under~
developed. Hortatory or normative articles based on personal experlence'or

theory alcone seem to multiply rapidly, while more painstaking attempts to

develop cogparatlve, enpirical studies of those occupying such roles emerge
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only'slowly. (See iouis, 1981, and Paul, 1977: for recent reviews of em=-
pitical research ) This lack of serioud attentiop is qll the more surprising
lwhen we consider that empirical evidence has, for dome time, strongly suppo}t-.
edvthh notion that change agents from outdide a school system may be highly
important to the schéol improvement process (see, for efample, Louis and
~ Sieber, 1979y Emrick and Peterson, 1978; Moore et al., 19'7'7).‘1
The lack of interest in researclr on the field agent role may stem,
in part, from the profound skepticism of some federal poiicy makers about
’ the value of such roles in schooll provement (Chabotar et al., 1980). Aside
from concerns that federal suppor of change agents may look like "federal
.meddling, some members of Congress and others in highly plafed positions
' within the Department of’ Education tend to belzeve that materials development g
is more important than technical assistance. And, as one congressman recent-
ly commented, "We paid for the materials (through Title I and other federal
programs). If they want these linking agents, they should sbaty for them
themselves” (personal interview, 19803. ’Howevér, such a view is short=-
sighted. Studies of school change programs have found that external change
agents are of importance in a‘range of activities, from organization develop-
ment (Miles et al,, 1978) to lementation oflcarefully packaged exemplary \
programs (Stearns, 1976) to rizgcal school'reforps (Moore et al., 1977).
It makes little sense, then, to cqQntinue to develop programs, packaging, and
marketing strategies, while ignoring or neglecting the human conduits and
catalysts that may significantly affect both diffusion and sound implementa—
tion of exemplary practices.
.In general, lack of resgearch interest in the role of field agents
in education is a11 the more inexglicable when the relative attention given
to similar roles in non-school settings is uncovered. The notion of boundary-
spanning roles has captured the attent ion of organizational psychologists and
management researchers fior a number of years. By now, the .empirical bases
for understanding what affects role performanéeypf salesmen, public relations
speclalists, organization development practitioners, and othets who have
substantial responsibilities for managing external relations have been well
establisfed. Indeed, the empirical, literature on boundary~spanning roles has

become extensive enough to warrant a substantial chapter in a recent annual

teview of organizational research (Adams, 1976). This literaturg is deeply T\
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connected both ;1tﬁ change practice and theory and with the more abstract | -
theory of role design and performance.
In this volume, we take the value and impact of external change

agenEs in education as g:lven'.2 Instead of attemptihg to justify the field

- agent role, bur objective is to contribute'to an\immediate need to understand
how and why field agents behave in ce?tain ways and have certain attitudes P
‘about their jobs. In addition, the rlelationship between field agents'
behavio: and attitudes and their :elationships with client achools is exam-

1ned. In sum, we seek to know more abouty the occupant of educational b0und-

ary-spanning roles, both ad an individual and as an aqto: in a complex

universe of local schools.

This volume also seeks to address policy concerns. {t,highlights
factors that can be affected either by 1ndiv1duals in field agent toles
those who selecp, manage and support field agents. In particz}h

general questions serve as the report's organiziyd focus:
. L]
e How do educational organizations design/ﬁ%éld agent
roles and manage their agents, and hew do these
. choices affect the’ agents' attitudes abbut their
) jobs?—

e What kinds of relationships do field agents develop . .
with their clients, and how do these affect their ) .
attitudes and their effectiveness? ' :

e What do field agents actually do, and how does .their
behavior affect outcomes for both field agents and sites?

Wnile such Ppractical questions :eglect a managerial perspective, our approach i |
is also influenced by the\existing lite;atu:e about the occupants of boundaty- j
spanning roles. é;ua, we havé attempted to examine issues that are often
" raised about the nature of the role. 1In the remalnder ofhhhis chapter, we

briefly define some of these Bignificant 1ssues, each of which relates to the

¢
questions around which the rePort is organized.

) f
Definition Jnd Characteristics of "Boundary~-Spanning” Roles v
N v

- . ~
BOundary-spannfng roles occur at the margins of educational organiza-

tions, and serve.as a systematic means of connecting the school, the 1nteq-
mediate education agency, the reglional laboratory, or other otganizations to

another organized group 1n,the environment (Kahn et ‘al., 1964)., A pefaon in

a boundary position is, more than most members of an organization, influenced s
~~ ' ' 1

3 ' ’

- -— . e—




both by the people within the agency that embloys him or her, and by those. in .
the outside organizeiions to which he or she relates. Consequently, Epe (&
occupants of such roles are the target of potentially conflicting demands.
Boundary-spanning roles are so cdmmon in educational settings that it requires .
thought to list more than a few roles tha£ do not have a boﬁhdary-spanning d
compénent. Unlike industrial settings, or even most seévice delivery organiza-
tions, schools have constant|relatlionships with a public conséituency that
require a great deal of contact at all levels--teachers with students and
parents; principals with teacher unions, PTAs, and other orgpnized constitu-
enciee; and district office staff with the local governance structures , as :

well as the multitudinous social service struc ures that articulate with

[y

schools. .
However, mos? roles in educational organizations are Hesigned so R

that only a small component of the role involves boundary-spann}ng activi-

ties. Thus, simply engaging in such activiéies on a reqular basis may nol::"L \

qualify the role occupant to meet the following criteria defining a boundary-a \T
(.
spanning role (Adams, 1976): ’

¢ greater distance, psychologically, organizationally,
and .often physically from other members of his organi=~
zation, and greater closeness to the external environ-
ment and to the agEnts of outside org&nizations'

e a role which prominently involves representing the
v orgamization to the outside world; .

+ s e acting as the organization's "agent of influence" over
” an external organization.

bhe above criteria|more clearly relageﬂggiﬁgggeyigip kind_gf role in which

the emphasis is updn the provision of services to cliente 1p'the1r own

setting. In this peport we adopt the term “"field agent® to refer to an
'externqi‘agent..ﬁlocated outside of the boundaries of the client system, ]
whose objective is to assist client]s)--individuals, groups,... or gchools--

to enhance the clients' functioning as educatérs or an educational system
fLouis, 1981, B 18). A "linking agent® Le,a specializeq field‘agent, w@o

focuses on creating ties between the worlds ef research and development and

of practice. ) ’ T

o .
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Role Dilemmas for Pield\Agentsz The Natufe of Boundary Pogitions

A ariety of ‘role characteristics differentiate occupants of boundaty-
spanning pdsit&ons from those in more central organizational roles. Hayelock's
(1969) classic examination of linkage systems in education mentions only two \

particular role dil‘emmas for field agents: role overload and marginality.

However, more recent empirical examinations of the -field agent role both in‘ -

educational and other settings have identified a broader set of stresses in )

‘the role. These include: . ,:
—

¢ role conflict;
¢~ role ambiguity and lack of formalizationj
*

f' marginality; J
¢ impermanence of the role set;' \ -
V" - e multiplicity of strategies for role ’ -
. performance. . - -
- . "
'Bach of these is’ defined briefly below. " ’

Role Conflict. Until the mid-~1950s; social science tbeory empha-

-
sized social consensus-about how roles should be performed (Gross et al.,
1958). wWith the 'discovery that role occupants were subgected to a variety .
of conflicting expectations, however, much research attention was turned to
articulating different ways in which role occupants could experience con~ A
flictinq_demands. ’ .
Miles (1976) in a review of the literature has 'defined role conflict
as the "degree of incongruity or incompatibility of expectations in their N
performance of an assigned role.” 'Additionally, role conflict can be ex-
perienced in such different ways ad: ‘ )
. . .
e “person-role" conflict; defined as a perceived #ncongru- )
- ence between the role requirements placed on a focal perr-
son and his/her orientations, interests, and values; _
¢ "“intrasender®™ conflict, in w. h two or more mutually in— 9
compatible role expectations ‘are held (or "sent™) by one
&f the person's role partners; .
-~ ® 'inter—sender' conflict, in which two or more of the. -per- ”
gon's rele partners hold - l'send') opposing role expecta- .
¢ ’tions; and g
. & "role .overload,” gor the extent to which the various role -, -,

expectations conmunicated to a role occupant exceed the
amount of time and resoutces available for their accom-
plishment (Miles, 1977). . .




Embiguity.and Lack of Formalization. In' addition to conflict in
‘('expeotations,‘ many have noted that field rolds--particularly roles involving
change agentry --tend to be very poorly expligated. Iouis and Sieber

. 11979), for example, documented some of the,prgglems that educational field
agents had in defining their role to. potential clients. The problem with |
‘explaining the functions of "liqkage" has also been’ noted in, other occupa- .
tiQnal areas {Hamilton and Hgihard, 1975). Rmbiguity is particularly
*a, p?oblem in a wal-developed area like educationhwhere the basic role
structure has existed since the early part of thls century,-with the develop-:

ment of the modern schopl district. .o 7 B ‘

Ambiguity is usually compoundod _pck of Eormalizjtion, ot the
absence of formal job definitions, clearly defined. .feedback and” rev1ew
procedires for field activities, #nd idéntﬁ.fied organizational bositions
whose maig component’ involves providing Eigld—based services. Becfuse‘
f:ield agents, in education are a relatrvely new phenomenon criteria for

ﬁabsent. The

prevalence of soft-money funding, for field agent positions can also gontrib-

. role definition andxassess,ing e££7/étiveness are generaﬁ

ute to anbiguity. A,nuinber t‘studies outside of education have found that
ambiguity and low Eo:talization lead to role conflict and job dissati’sfaction

- (Kﬂhn et - ﬂlo, 1564: H uB‘% and RizZO, 1975)0 ) *
-t ) Marginality. In' thgi/study the term "marginality®™ is used to refer
to the extent of organizati al distance between role occupants and

others to whom they reIate. "As Havelock has n'”i;ed,'linkage« (Eield agent)

roles are probably erently marginal‘ : -

o . Matginali may well be inherent in the linking role
" for strategic reasons. The linker is negsssarbly and

. . by definition an in-betweener...He can attain partial !
: . membership in either the practice or teseagch world by -
I overlapping memberships while not achieving full member— N .
* ' ship..i.(Havelock; 1969, \p. 7-37). = . ‘ ' '
e marginal.ity of an individualrin a boundary—spanning fole has both bene~ .

Eitd and costs. On the one hand, it"may allow the role occupant to gain
. access to tl1e client system morpg easily (louis and Siebbr, 1979) and may
ir{cx‘:‘ease his or her credibility as "objectivdW On the other .hand, margin—

. 'ality nay lead to othef form# of job streas, such as increased ambiguity and .

L} ..
‘ v lack of * fomalization, or eve‘n lonelgne,gs. . ' . @ .
" LS T
L
- > ~*
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Impermanence of the Role Sets. Field agents also guffer from anofher

gource of role stress: the need to constantly negotiate new roles with new
clients. As Hiller afd Rice (1970) have noted, this aspect of the salesman 8
role accounts for the very high levels of turnover in this type of job. Of
course, as Sieber 11974) points out,f-gving a multiplicity of role partners,
or sequences of role partners, may also serve to buffer failures, and stimu-

late the role occupan}s who like change. However, this impermanence implies

a constant need to negotiate role expectation with new clients '(Louis and
Sieber, 1979). ' ‘ .

Multiplicity of Strategies for Role .Performance. Field agents are

constantly bombarded vith advice about how to carry out their roles, and are
presented with numerous t!po@ogies about how the roles could or should be -
performed. Thus, even before tﬁe agents are put.in a position where they

must decide what to do with a client school, they must consider an enormous q ‘ .
variety of game plans.®™ Should they be prbcess helpers,'I *resource finders,"

or "solution givers,™ using the Butler and Paisley il978) classification? |
How much attention should be given to "front-end” (problem identification) .
vs.. "back-end" (implementation) roles? (Crandall, 1977) Should they, as
suggested by Organ (1971) Yearn to be political animals, or, as sugge%ted.by

the work of‘Hall et al. Il975) should they put their energies into‘\nderstand- "”*
ing, the concerns .of indivi s confronted with change? The guestion of .

?ctive strategies for: g ’gents .1s among the most Hotly debated, and .
yet remarkably few empiricai data address the strategies that are actually
adopted lsee Madey,.1979, and* Deqad et al., 1980), much less the impacts of )
these strategy choices (Cofton et_al., l957)h . . ’ .

. - . -’

Bffective Fleld Agents: The Relative Importance of Training, Support, , .

and Selection

-
\

Once it is agreed that the role has certain inherent dilemmas, the
question of how to manage rolé stress for field agents arises. Some have
clained that, in addition to the content information educational field
agents may need, a key requirement for effective functioning*is. training ’ -

'in the management of various aspects of the role (Havelock, 1969; Crandall,
1977) ~‘ft has 6een assumed that traihing is an appropriate mechanism for '
clarifying roles, for providing the analytic skills to help agents choose
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effective strategies-in 3 given situation, and for generally helping-to

legitimize the role. 1In addition, training is also considered a vehicle

_for developing needed consultation and other skills. . el

Others, however, have contended that a support system may be more. -

important, since reguldr comminication and feedback may reduce marginaiity »
and the daily stresées of role conflict (Louis{and Sieber, 1979). In addi=
tion, it has been argued that on-tne-job socialization is probably more

effective than formal training in learning & role as complicated and poorly
defined ag that of a field jagent. / ) M g

The relative importance of training versus support may, nevertheless,
be a moot debate. Some have argued that ef{;ctiVe field agents have particu-

lar petsonality and skill profiles that allow them to thrive within the get

of role characteriétics described earlier. 1In this view, what-is generally
perceived as damaging role stress can be a positive experience for some
people who enjoy challenge, being in posLtions that reguire objectivity,
' having many role partners, and so forth~(see Sieber 1974). Others have .

suggested (in personal communication) that older educators make better field

agents, because they have fewer “problems with a marginal role and have

‘greater legitimacy as advisors than teachers fresh from a few years of

. effective in the job.

classroom experience. Thus, there are a variety of arguments suggesting that

it is probably better not to invest too much in the training and support of
field agents, but simply to select the individuals who can be happy and

Overview of the Volume . . o

) S -

In the remaining chapters of this volume we explore the role character-

istics and role mAnagement isﬂues ment ioned above. The volume is divided into
five parts. The first consists of this introductory chapter and Chapter 2,

" J — L

in which the reader is introduced to the specific group of field agenéhywho

.

were the subjects of our investigatior. . ,

Fach of the next three sections consists of two chapterf, one of :
wh ich analyzes survey data obtained.from the field agents about their role,
and the second of which presents a casplilluninating some of the issues

explored in the guantitative analysis. Part II focuses on the organizaticnal

. cantext in which the field agent is located. It explores the ways in which
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the design ‘and management of. the field agent role can affect the role occu-
pant's job attitudeg {such as sense of efficacy) and perceptions of job-

R related stress. The anal;gis\focuses on techniques that are typically used by
nanagers to affect the zole petfo nce of their employees: employee selec-

tion (for certain pereonal chatacteristics), job design, on-the-job training,

" and pereonal and task-related support. .
. . Pa:t III is concezned with the quality of relationships between
field agents and schools and the attitudes which agents have about the best

ways to achieve change in fohools. The agentsa’ relationships with schools .
{(for exanple, the degt@e of 1nfluence ageats have over local decisions and
activities) and perspectives og change {fqr example, a political orientation)

_are examined 1in relation to the agents job attitudes and perceptions of

job—zelated etzess, as uell 2s Yo measures of field agent effectiveness,

including the agents’ pezceptions of program success at the school level, and
client assessments “of the quality of agent performance. ,
'Part IV looks more closely at the specific roles performed by field ,

LA

agents and the activities in which they engage, zelating these to both field

L)

agent effectiveness and job att
field agent zolee and activities are xamined~-namely, personal characteris- |
tice, job design, the trainfng and suﬁ'
ships TIth client schools. Figure l-i

s. In addition, potential influences on

rt structure, and the agents' relation-

rizes the organizational and -

-

‘- conceptual framework for thé‘analyees in this volume. ' .
CO:reeponding to ghe”differept foci of the three analytic sections,
the Cﬂses p:esented in this volume are written from several dlfferent perspec-
tives and enphasize different aspects of the relationships 5gl;een field.
agents, their eupervihore, and clients. Each case_stands alone and is
primarily intended as a means for bringing to life the concepts discussed in
the analytic aections of the volume.3 Whileﬂfﬁ!‘cuses themselves are *
-{ p:iEAzily descriptive, each one ia Eg}lowed by an epilogue which summarizes *
the highlights of the case, focueing particularly on the issues introduced in
¢ the quantitative.analyeis. . . ) .
Finally, pPart V consistg of one chapter, in which the findings of ' .
both the quantitative analysis and thé case studies are briefly summarized,
aiong vith implications fP;_the design‘and managenent of field agent roles.

] - *
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. . ) CHAPTER NOTES .ol
. o .
1. Despite the recent dates on these publications,«théi: findings have

been in circulation since the early 1970s. T . *

P
’

e - -

2. Another report of the RDU étudy (Louis, Rosenblum and Molitor, 1981)

documents the impacts of RDU f£ield agents in site schools. . .
% . ,’ s ‘

longer case studies prepared by independent. researchers and not originajly

intended for this qplume. The o 1ginaiAcase studies generally included a

conceptual frameworks. Im general, these analyses are excluded from the *

edited case studies, presen

11




. CHAPTER 2 - . .

PIELD AGENTS IN THE R&D UTILIZATION PROGRAM . .

The subjects of our 1nvestigation were field agents in the R&D
Utilization (ROU) program, which was supported by the National Institute of
+Bducation for a three-year pericd, 1976-79. 1In this ‘chapter we describe the
backgrounds and rdle characteristics of the RDU field agents, as well as the

nature of the data base for the analyses in this volume. = ( .
I \“
-, -
The Emetgence of the RDU Pield Agent Role
o

From 1976 to 1979, the Naticnal Institute of Education funded a
major demonst:ation program designed to help local schools improve their
curricula and their staff development practices. This effort, known as the
R&D Utilization (RDU} program, was deepl& affected'by émerging theories about

how best to create linkages between resources outside of the school district .

. and the school personnel who might benefit from using them. The program
design did not require the extensive usetof field agents to help cocrdinate
resources and guide participating schools through the process of identif;ing
and solving local problems; nevertheless, each of the seven demonstration
projects that were ultimatéely funded proposed an assistance strategy ;hich
rather prominently featured such a :ole.1 “One hundred field agents (known
va:iousl;\xs "linking agents,” 'gene:alists,' 'coordinators,' and "facili-
tators” ) were supported during the course of the program.

* The role, partly by coincidence, but mostly as a consequence of the .
program’s focus on knogledge atilization and school improvement, had several
coumon features across projects. Pi:st, in all of the pzojects, field agents
we:e expected to p:cvide on-site coozdinating and assistance services to
schools. . .

’ Second, in all cases, they were physically located outside an RDY
p:oject office, in a 'host organization” that was physically closer to their
client schools. The host organizations were p:edominately 1ntermediate
service agencies serving one or pore school dist:lcts wféhin a state; thereu
were, however, scme other aghkncles that housed field agents.2 Prcoblems of

managing the field agent le were compounded both by the nqed to span more

boundaries (agents wére geen as representatives of thelr host organizations

19-.
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as well as o§ the projeot) and by the need to relate to an extra set of
pnotessional colleaguea in the intermediate service units that aerved as the
agents’ organizational homes. X
’: Third, in a%} cases, the field agents werg¢ viewed as providera or
coorainators of the process assistance that thoola would need*?f they were
to choose”-and: implement improved curriculum and staff developmgnt practices.
" Process assistance typically involved, at minimum, oriénting school, petsonnel
to a rational problem-aolving model that sites were expected to use. While
the undel;rzﬁzied slightly among projects, they all adhered to basic features
that have been described by many authors. (See, for example, Paul, 1977;
Benn15,=éenne and Chin, 1969; Rosenblum .and Louis, 1981.) 1In soue.caaes,
the field agents were alho expect ed eithe: to participate in training
school staff, or to provide the staff with substantial process consulta-
tion ag they implemented the problem-solving model. :
PourZh, agents were not expected to take responsibility for finding
exemplary pfbgrama for the client schoola to implement. . This function was
“performed by specialists located eiaewhere,in the project atructure: How=
ever, they were expected to provide schools with asaist;nce in’ making deci-
sions from among alternative new p cticeh, and to'helpithem locate huran
, resources that could aaaiat the choolas with’, implementation.3
Finally, field agenta in the RDU program were all educators, and
almogt.all had had some relatively recent experience working with achool
districts, either as 1ndependent conaultanté or as staff of a state education

association. They were, on the whole, much closer to the world of practice
>

L

- than to the world of research and development..

pata Sources for Studying Field Aéeqts . ) .
. ' . ’ PR |
Pour data sources provided the basis for this report.r The .most

inportant of these was a thrge-wave mailed euruey'whigh was sent to a sample
of 69 of the 100 fiqld agen
agents in six of th
project. Pifty-three £ etd agents responded Lo the first survey, which was
gent out in-June 1978 (a return rate of.78%), with a 100% return.rate from

The 69 agents represented the universe of

projects, and a sample of 18 im the Michigan

fouf of the geven proﬁects. The somawhat Iower response rates from the
Michigan and NEA projects were not unexpected, given the very small, part of
these respondents’ jobs :eptesented by their participation in the RDU program.

-

.
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: The second and third surveys, sent out in J&nuary and-April of 1979,
were completed only by those field agents wh; responded to the first survey
and who remained in the program (there was sope: ob tufnover in the fall of
1979). By the end of the survey period, 43 had‘r turned al% their, instruments.
The surveys were each 13-14 pages long and toék respondents approxiéately 30 |
to 45 minutes to complete. Copies of the instruments may be found in Appen-
dices A, B and c.? ' ’ '

A second data gource for this'report consfsted of intensive,

. pérson interviews conducted with 11 field agents during the s

of 1978, and a follow-up conference with the same group in
1979. The interviews lasted about two and one-half
unstructured in nature. At least one agent from each project was seleéted
to be in the interview sample. These gents were selected by staff members
of the Abt Associates research project in conjunction with the project
directors on the basis of their being exemplars of different field agenE
styles. Also, some %ﬁtempt was made to minimize respondent burden by not . .
. se{ecting field agents already involved with case study efforts within each
of the seyen Qrojecés. The follow-up conference, which involved grouP
discyssion of agent role management, lasted, for a day and a half.

The primary purpose of the interviews and conference was to orient
tﬁe reseirch staff to tqe world of the field sgent in ways‘that could not ]
easily be tapped through survey instrumentation. These' data were used in the .
study largely to inform the questions that were asked, to assist us in
gpterpreting gsurvey findings, and to provide insights.for designing the
secong and third survey instrumengp
{ The third data source consisted of "linkage case studies prepared

by the BevenlhDU projects, keports to the National Institute of Educa- . .
tion, and data collected t Associates Inc. on site visits to schools

=

—involved in the program - <

FER

'I'he fourth data source was a mailed survey of teachers and prinléals,

distributed in the £all"of 1979. Data from this survey provided measur
of client satisfaction with the agent and the problen-solving process. One
hundred and fifty two principals (a 76% return rate) and 594 teachers (48%)

responded to the survey. V‘E\
. L)
- ' by,
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///Analysis Strategies -’ . .

A . -

“ Who Were the RDU Pield Agents, and What Did They Do?

Becauge the number of regpondehts wgg relatf;ely small, and item
non-response to some questions further redyced the sample available for
analysis, inferential statistical technigques had limited utility. Therefdre,
our primary strategy has been to describe the fiel;*ggents and to conduct
bi-variate correlation analyais., In some instances, the approach has been
supplemented with canonical correlations, in ogder to test the strength of
Eelationships between groups of variables.

. Y
. . <

Pgogle'became involyed as field agents in the RDU ﬁrograﬁ in a *
variety of ways. Some assumed the position ‘by nature of t:heir present |
jobs~~simply adding one more set of responsibfilities to an alreadg-full
complement of actfvities. Others were hired from the ranks of teacher;\
and adnini:trg}ors to become fsil-tiqg fieiﬁ agents--essent jally leaving
their old responsibilities behind. And for a°‘few who were unemployed at '
the tire, the position was the first sqitable job to become available,

Por some, the field agent position offered the potential for individual
challenge and professional development, whiléjfor otheras it was extra work
which elicited less enthusiasm.® ) . ‘

The field aggnts were highly educated: of the 53 respondents to the

first survey, ai but one had an advanced deg;ee beyond the baccalaureate;

;bt had achieved a master's degree, and 30% held a Ph.D, The, field agent

job came at varying times in their care¥r8\ For some, this was their first,

"real® job after obtaining .their most recent éZgree; for others tﬁis would s

be the last “formal" job prior to retirement.. K While these extremes did '
extat, the average age at the time of the finst survey was 4l--very much a
mid-career stage in life. The average age of the field agents varied widely
by project, from 34 in the Pennsylvania and the NETWORK Epnsortium pEOjectl )
tg 47 in the NBA project. (However, projects with the highest average

. age--NEA, Michigan, and Plorida--also show the largest standard deviations,

indicating that their agents actually fell into a very broad age span, . .

incluéing both younger and older agents.) Of the respondents who answered

all three surveys, there were more male (24) than female (19) field agents.
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Since the geven projects all began at the game time--though some
were glower in hiring than others-~there were no ma:ked‘differences by
ptojectlln the number of months of experience as an RDU field agent. At the
time of the first éurvey, 16 months was the ave:hg? length of time in the
position. It should be noted, however, that a number of the respondents came
t? this posIEion from béckg:ounds that were quite relevant--for example, a '
few were associa?sd with National Diffusion Network f;cilitator proj;cts or
were consultants based in lccal school distrigts or intermediate service

agencies. Seventy-five percent of’the respondents to the first survey had

"had experience with other federally funded programs, 65% had had experience ,

;ith other "linking” roles, and 35% had had experience with R&D'L:odpcts or
outcomes, ’ ' I

Table 2-1 presents the p:eviou; teaching and administrative experi-
ence of the RDU field agents, along with their average age, by project. 1In

, all p:ojécts the field agents had had more experience {n teaching than iIn

adninigtrative positiqQns. Another point worth noting is that teaching

experience varied significantly by project, f:om.an average.pf 2.8 years in

the Georgia project to an average of 10.2 years in the NEA project. In .

general, the olde:} more experienced field agents of the, NEA, Michigan, and
~

Florida projects heavily weight the average for all respondents. Thus, while .

»

the average number of years in teacHing is 7.4, this figure is substantially
higher than the averaées for four of the seven projects.

L

. The field agents in our sample varied enormously in their time
commitment to the RDU projects, ranging from 1% to a full-time comﬁitment.

The 53 respondents to the firat survey fell into three groups of.app:oximately
equal sfﬁe: 1-10%, 20-50%, afd, 80-100%. The aveiaqe time commitment teo RDU
va:igafsignificantly acrogss the seven.prqjects (Table 2-2), with agents in

the Nﬂh, Pennsylvania, and the NETWORK Consortihﬁ projects devoting full- or

nearly full-time to the project, while agents in the Michigan and NEA ﬁroj‘ects

others.) Note that agents in the Michigan and NEA prajects yere expected to

provide similar, though less intensive, seryices as agents 1n the other

L]

projectsL .




Tahle 2-I1

.

g RELEVANT BACKGROUND INFORMATION FOR RDU FIELD AGENTS BY PROJECT
N .
[]
. _ Average Years Experience i .
¥ .
School District Level State .or .
/ Age Administration/ Administration/ Regional Units Number of
. . Avg. *8.D. Teaching X Staff Staff or Association Respondents |
i All Respondents |  4l- 1M 7.4 3.1 1.2 * 4a 53 ;
) e |
RPU. PROJECT : - |
|
Pennsylvania 34 " 3.5 6.0 , 0 N 0 0. N 2
Network s 3.5 4.7 .7 .5 1.0 6
. Y
- Georgia 35 6 2.8 1.2 o7 3.0 “¥8
-3 —- . W
NRC 38 13.3 4.8 4.8 1.2 .8 4
. » '
. - - L]
Florida N -43 11.2 9.8 4.4 1.5 i }.,9 8
Michigan a5 8.6 7.87 C 2.5 ’ 2.9 5.3 13
NEA 47 13.8 10.2 3;? 2 7.1 14 .
" - = -
Signifi‘cance Of - .08 .008 67 - 25 .13
the Difference
) A
L - - .
. - ) - ' 29 .-
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Table 2-2 .

>

L)

i PERCENTAGE TIME COMMITMENT TO RDU FOR FIELD AGENTS BY PROJECT

a—

_ Percentage of Tinme Lt
. " Devoted to RDU | Number of
. o v Average S.b. Respondents
All Respondents (44.1 -| ‘%0.9 53
. . w
| RDU PROJECT: ¢ . -
NRC ¥ 100.0 0 4
- Pennsylvania 97.0 2.8 2.,
Network o 92.0 9.4 6 -
\__ , - .
Georgia 67.5 35.4 6
: 4
Florida 64.7 | . 29.3 8
14 [
. NEA L g 12.0 12-9 . . 8
LIPS
Michigan 7.2 ‘8.4 13 »
Significancé of .
[ the Difference - 001
Among Projects
Nt -
-
- 26 -_/\,—C
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: Field Agent Roles. As- }ndicatfd .tn'c_hapter 1; there, are many diffeﬁ-o )
>®nt perceptions of what eduéationa; H.eld agents shquld do. The research ' \. .

l}t?rature usuzally descr‘}?es t}m' field agéht role in terms of the problem=-
Eolvingjknowledgq %t%!.\ization proc’:egs*. X For example, Havelock (1973) has
* i_daiatified fgur‘roles, 1;15_61‘15& "catalyst,” "solution giver," "process
helper,” and "'z-esou!.:ce linker."' ‘ﬂg:ield agént can serve-asg a catalyst by'
help‘in'g ’écht.)ol d}atrict perspnnel to 'overcq{ne their reluctance to c‘hange. Be
or she. can then s.'l_.mply proffer a’solution, or.guide local staff through the
stages of a ;ogical.problem-solving. process. The agent's access to human,
fj.nax':cial, ‘or o;:'fller resoyrces ig also of .great :l.mp?rtance- But\ler and .
Paisley (1978) alsg describe the roles of "process helper,” "solution giver,"
and "resource finder," and Madey 79) has: most recgntly suggested thz:ee
. 'r_olg categories: "facilitator,". '&:urce find‘er," and "communicator."

4

-
In our regearch we Zttempted to discover the %xtent to which the ! " .
4

field agents in the RDU {rogra;u perceived themselves as fitting &nto,a* fixed

list of role fateg(iries, senh to reflect the roles desc:;ibeq in the. liters-

ture and cur perceptions of ac’tua&-vhnations among agents ?r:lathe RDU program.

The field agents were asl%ta assess the extent.to which thpy had expected _ .
extent to which

to perform certain asp;’cj:ﬁ of the fiela agent” role, and th .
theypactually performed those roles. .Responses to these guestions for the 43 i
agents whoiresponded to ‘al:l .threB\.gurveys are summarized in Table 23, witl{ |
the potential rBles ;1stetr% descending order of actual performa;xce. .

I:‘:. ig clear that the field agents perceived themselves primarily as.

s

. , 4
_resource persons ‘ana coordinators. One agent described the job as follows:

L

& , ..,} . - .—/. )
{It's) vexry much like "gepéral supervision”...assist(ing) teachers
. in finding solutions to 'stated problems, without being a line pefson,
’ . '
' without having authority over. the teachers, establishing a trust
" relationship and a helping relationship (McCutchan, 1980:215).
R - ] - N
. « a B ’
/ﬁome of \tt}e_ a'z.'tivities that the field agents neither perceived as important
, hor actual:ly pexformed were agtivé involygment in pr‘ogrmg il;tplementation,
involvement in evaluation, apd p}ovidingé;nt‘ent specialist assistance.
'I‘hes;a actilvitied are higlhy special.{zed, and involve gkills that wany of the
. ’ - . - -

agents did,not fegl they had. L8

.o For tlie most part, their actual role performance was consistent
with tHeir own expectations. There is, however, this exception: the field
.a'gants felt that they should be performing the role of an expert “in issessing

. <

O ) f 1 ¥
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/ . ol Table 2-3 ° R ' |
- - ' TANKS AND MEAN RATINGS ; PIELD AGENTS' EXFP AND AGTUAL .,
AT ' EXTENT OF PERFORMANCE. OF VARIOUS FIELD AGENT ROLES .
[ ‘ -
' - (N = 43) . v
& ’ ' .
\ W
e.' * Fleld Agents' . Actual
. Expectations Performance
‘ L]
- -, ; . Rank | Mean*. §.D. | Rank | Mean*} §.D.
s f‘
r - t
a. Resource Person . 1 4.5 »7 1 4.2 ] .94
b. Coordifftor ] I T Y - I I 1 of 4.2 1,0
! .
Yow C«  Process Trainer 3 * 3.5 7 |14 3 3.3 |7 1LY
d. Observer/Historian 6 3.2 .93 3 3.3 | 1.1
Je. Counselor or- "Hand- . e
Holder" ' 6 3.2 1.2 3 3.3 1.1
f. Expert’'in assess.ini} .
the match between . . ‘.
innovations & problems 3 3.5 =~ .9 6 1 3.0 | .95
» .
"I g» Conflict Resolver 5 3.3 1.2 6 3.0 | 1.2
+ he. Basic skills, career
; education or inservice
! "?'specialist 8 3.0 " 1.2 6 3.0 1.2
i. Program’Implementor 10 - 2.6  |[1.2 o | 2.6 | 1.3~
3 ... . 3 4
j..’ BvaluatOt 9 2.8 1.-2 10 2.5 1.1 -
° -
R : > -
*Response Scale: Lo et .
5 = to a very great extent J ~
. » 4 = to a great extent . . - - .
. 3 = to some extent o - . '
2 = to a little extent -
1 = not at all . ¢
- R 7 ..
- - - . ] . .
n.} " ’ ] )
t ‘ -
1 s ..
1 o °
. * ) . 20 ( 28 . .
. . . ) Ll
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the match between innovations and problems to a greater extent than they were
'actually perforning that role. This may have been due, to some degree:
to the perceived conflict between helping sites to find an appropriate
solution, and beconing an advocate for or against particular programs--gome-
thing that almost all agents felt was inappropriate. For example, one agent
found herself on several occasions in a situation where schools wished to

adcpt a reading program that-ehe felt was inappropriate:
(The agent) 4did not like the BCRI prograil, and privately remarked )
that she would not want her own child in an ECRI class. Even so, she
assumed a professional neutrality and pushed for a fair cdnsideration
of it. (Kraus, 1980:204) w

- * S - L) [ -

In sun, the agents' perceived themselves as providers of relatively

1ow-iey, supportive forms of aggsistance. They emphasized be}ng a "helping
handa™ rather thanJ;bvious change agentry. Nevertheless, the "non-intrusive"”
role that they adopted could have signiff%ant impacts on local schdols, as
‘will be seen later. . g

Field Agent Activities. ‘The above discussion of role defihition has

focused on the more global parameters of thé roles field agents play. Yet,
from the perspective of a job occupant, the activities that make up the
day-to-day cycle of events are in many ways nore”salient and more likely to

stimulate positive or negative reactions than the more general role defini-

tions. A sample wéekly log for one agent (Tabla 2-4) shows the type and ‘

”
range of activities for a typical agent employed full time.

Based upon interviews with a gample of agents, a list of routine
field agent activities was generated and included in the first suxvey. The
RDU field agents wera asked to rate the importance of each activity, and the
. Lanount Qf time spent.on it. The results are shown in Table 2-5. On average,
_ the field agents were spending the greatest amount of time .in (1) meetings
with small planning groups at the sites, (2) writing reports and filling out
forms, (3) arranging, designing, or conducting workshops, and (4) travelling

from gite to site.6 ’ -

In general there is little discrepancy between the amount of timen‘
the field agents weres spending on various activities and the degree of
importance they attached to these activities. There are, however, these

notable exéeptionss developing themselves prOfessionally and reading mater-
ials about R&D products were both’ thought of as more than moderately importan},

?
,
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l ! / SAMPLE COMMUNICATION LOG

TIPE OF COMMUNICATION

DATE ) - PRATECTY ACTIVITY Fhone  Kemo  letter  Travel

7
i ~ Ay L)

£

MONTAY Cowplets monthly' rwports *afd mafl - X
. *J.Cuz RE: LEA participsnt on Meading ranel ’ 4
AMo: KE: ZEA pnrtc!pan;- on Mading Prnel;
othar arcangemsents !qr Hor, 18 19 .
. meetings ~ * X .
. L.Ret Copy of revised gat
23.c. L.5.: InfoPmation on Meading Paned .. b .
- . ‘l’n AN X

R.5.: Jaquested.four ccptn of flow c:hms on . . ‘ -

. project x
e AX.: XE: Call for !.n!om:lon on dau on <
* District A o - X
. W.P.: Nesds sssesssent handbooks for but:tc: |
{as requasted) . A
L.R.t KE: Newsletter for project ‘ X
- : X.S.1 Needs assdamment progresé and assistance

[ . .

. > . s
TURSDAY °  R.S.: Jequest for needs- assesmsant charts x .,
Kefot rouov-qp on request 4 -
AM.1 Dates' 26r Meading Panel, problems y!.th
above and conflict X & R training; -vitleo~ L )
tape lnformation fot Reading Panel’ X . .
- LeRa2 hed.b-:l- on problems with Reading Panel
Sates and participamis; suggestions re- .
4 questdd.for brosdening dfstrice vtwpotnt
of projoct 4 .
AeMat k:mmntn for sanding information to .
. ek participants in Meading Panel b 4
* Order doctment onsMading in, the Middle schools
. - at request & District 3
- B.8.; .Jollow-up on suggestion that & teacher ’
. . * ,nu.mlil-tulningbc involved on
, tbe"Reading Pane} . X

-

WELICTINY 2RIC Docment cénnpu:y Meading Programs -
- . tocupiled by RCTE) scan for lnformations
check on frogress for B (in-house
X requast, ' x
Complete préduction order processes for video—

) taping Reading Panel * , 4
* Work on newslstter articles ) .
Graphic represantative fdesas for aiding

district ccaprehension of soops of project
A.X.71 Demonstration of EDL materials for tesching o
audtntr-f.ut to representative, .
L.kt *® ary Reading Skills Center. 2" handout X~
L.X. and A.X, Y Information on luhlmton. D.C. »
oonhrm ar8 inforpation frem 31 i .

TACUREDAY R, and-B.8.1* Cross~examine comprehension ressarch
smaaries to by used for Resding Panel and -
for knowledge buc (group of 7 Mading

. PFaculty)

ALY
‘ ” ; \

Y 4 r i L

PRIIAY Aot 21/ mumuq meeting on November nrd:f
work on newslet¥lr arcicles ’ . X
Mvliev of regsarch lﬂuztn on comprehension -
genarated by R.N. for: "o’m 4 M
R¥.: Mest to discuss teacher statemsrts on com~
. pubcmlon probless * .
Complete and send out revisions on Policy Statements
' - =t \Linker Tasks > b 4
. *J.Cer Shared rinformation on ssoondary rebding
L.Ret Budget revisions; sslf-sssdsmment for sec-
ondary teachers, rewgletter mailing.list . b 4
- 2o B \:nlntnq materials ceceived

“h
»
-

'i
o . . - X = tnooming ,
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. . . ' Table 2«5

. RANKS AND MEAN RATINGS OF PERCEIVED IMBORTANCE AND
ACTUAL AI-DUNT OF TIME SPENT ON VARIOUS FIELD AGEN‘I‘ ACI‘IVITIES

*Regponse Scales

v 3 = very important . t
2 = somewhat -important
‘'l = of little of no inportance

. ) . e

. - 23

ssResponge~Scalet

3 = a great deal of tinme
2 = a moderate amount of time
1l = little or no time

: 1Y - m 43) %
. ) ' . Amount of
~ Fleld Aent Agtivities Importance Time Spent
. .. ' ‘ Rank |Mean* | S.D. | Rank | Mean** |s.D.
:| a. Meetings with small planning .
groups at the sites 1 2.8 .5 1 | 2.5 .6
b. Writing teports/fi]‘.ling ‘out ’ . ' '
forms - 11 2.1 .6 1 2.5 7 4
c. Arranging, designing or - ."
- conducting workshops | -3 2.6 .6 3 2,2 .8
"| 'a. Travelling from site to site 10 2.2 .8 4 2.1 R
e. Promoting or explaining the . . .
* ' RDU program 4 2.5 .6, 5 2.0 o6
£. Wobking' with individual. ‘ '
administrators 4 2.5 |, .7 5~ 2.0 .8
g. Organizing, preparing, aﬁd . . ..
delivering paterials . 6 2.4 .7 .5, 2,0 .6
h. General meetings with site - '
staff ) 6 2.4 .5 5 2.0 .7
i. Developing yourself: profes~ 2 2.7 .5 “9 1.9 Y A
sionally . X ' Y
j. Meetings wfth RDU central ' .
N project sta!_f ( 9 2.3 «5 9 1.9 o7
k. Reading materials about R&D -~
l products . . 6 204 n7 11 . 1:7 '06
’ 1. Managing Budgets 11 2.1 |° .7 12 1.6 .7
m. Desligning, administening, -
! and analyzing evaluation .
. materials 13v | 2.0 .7 12 1.6 7.
n. Observing teachers . 13 2,0 | .7 14 |- 1.3 7 )
+ 0. Working with individual - . h“:fm
teachers . ‘ 15 1.8 +oB 15 | 1.3 <6
p. Work ' with parents or . .
volunfears ) 16 1.6 o7 16 1.0 .3
<. J
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Conclusion . . // ’

“~
S | ‘;
ranking second and sixth respectively among the 16 poésible activities, and ’ 1
yet they consumed reiativaly little of the field agents time. This finding
is consistent with the earlie: finding that field agents felt they shg;ld be
performing the role of an expert in assesstng the match betwden innovations
and pxoblems to a greater extent than they were actually doing. The field
agents appear to have taken seziouslyﬁthe notion of themselves as links to
knonledge about R&D products or inndvatiéns; at the same .time feeling scme-
what inadequat; in the extent to wh(fh they perforged this function and,
perhaps, in the extent to which )A'ney currently had"the knowledge and exper=-,
€ise %ox doing it well. . . .
. There is also a discrepancy between tde importance of, and the

amount of time spent, writing :ebo:ts or filling out forms and travelling
from site to site. That is, both these activities rank low in importance but
higntiﬁ the amoynt of time they consumed. Indeed, writing reports and
£411ing out forms is the only activity which was rated lower in importance
than in the amount Jf time it consumed. The conflict between 'pap?r'%ozk'
and “people work" was one that arose again and again in interviews and

. .
h *

discussions with agents. :

This problem, is, as Louis and Sieber (1979) have pointed out, a
perennial one for o:ganizations yﬁ’t rely extensively on field-based‘:taff. v
As we will discuss in later chapters, the need for developing mechanisms of
agent accountability (largely effected through paper work) and,the developtient
of local loyalties and support systems do not alwafs complement one another.
While the problem.of documentaﬂlon may be somewhat greater in a "research"
pzogram like RDU (one agent even zesigned from his project in protest over { . .
the\need to document activities and cliqnf p:ogress), the tension between
people work and pape: “work is aimilat in many other dispersed organizations.

L

This chapter has héiefly reviewed the nature of our data collection
procedures and some of the characteristics of the field agents in the study--
boﬁh personal attxibutes and expected and” ac;ual role performance. Because
they were part of a federally fuﬂded demopstration activity, these agents
probably show considerqbly less variation in many o£ the role and activity

c¢haracteristics than if the sample had been drawn from a population of field

agents qperating in more permanent :olgs. However, even within the delimited .

.
. " . N -



franework of a demonstrati n, there is at 1east somé variance among gents in
. what they did and how th perceived their activities g:ouping int7 different

g >

A -
‘' Moreover, although agents wbre very consistent in thelir peporting of

roie segnents.
the extent to which they performed various ro&es and activities, we know that
other factors had'a great Ilmpact on the intensity of the field agehgk rela-
tions with sites and the atra;egies that field agenteJemplcyed in pe:forning
their roles. Thus, for example, each project designed the role differently--
in some cases it was full time, in others it represented a small fraction of
what the individual was expected to do in his ov her job. Projects differeéd
greatly in théir cxnmunication mechanisms and in the degree to which expectq-
tiops for agentg were formalized. In addition, client schools also differed,
and agents adopted different ‘strategies for playing out their role in’ response
to client demands. 1In the remainder of this volume, we examine some of the
factors that pffett how the agent role is played out, and how these ultimately

affect the client_school's assessments of field agent performance.
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CHAPTER NCTES . . '

e 1. Thg seven RDU grojects-were regionally distf&buted, and included the

following: . d

»

e_ The Horénwegz-neading Consortium; involving the state de- -
partment\of eaucation and other agencies in washington, ,
Oregon, Alaska, and Idaho. ) SR

! - [

' ) The National ¥ducation Association'lnservice Education

. Project, “operated in collaboration with the departments
of education and corresponding state education associa- .
tions in 12 states: Alabamh, California, Iowa, Massa-
chusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, Ohioc; Pennsylvania, Ten-
nessee, Washington, Wisconsin, and Wyoming;

e The Consortium, operated by the NETWORK, a non-profit -~ '
research and service organization that ccordinated the
efforts of agencies in six states: California, Connec-
ticut, Kinsas, Massachusetts, Minnegota, and Washington;

e The Georgia Research and Development Utilization Programs

e The Pennsylvania School fnprovement Program}
'Y ’
e _ The Florida Linkage System; and -

® The Michigan Career Education Disseminatioin Project. e
/’/ \u,, This project was operated by the state department of ed-
ucation, as were the projects in Georgia, Pennsylvania, !
and Florida. ' 1
S/ ‘ . )
For more details on project structure and operation, see lLouis and Rosenblun, /
1980. .o

2. The project sponsored by the NEA placed two linkers in each of 12 states
One wayﬂépcated in the state department of education, while the other was
exployee of the state education association. The NETWORK project locat

regional laboratory. ., While the nature of the NETWORK'S host organizxtions p

g varied, their functions were similar to intermediate service agencies.

A ) - ‘o
3. If we attempt to classify the ROU linking agents using Butle and

?' process helpers and "regource finders, but not as solutio givers.”
In additioh, using Crandall's distinction, they were all expected to per-

form some "front~end” support for their clients.
!

N 3
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4. The suryeys were pretested £ace-to-£ace with two field agents. Fdl-

p \

.

L]

lowing minor modifications in wording and graphic design, the surveys were
mailed to all respondents along with a cover 1etter, a cover page with gen-

" eral instructions, and a postage-paid return envelop Each survey waf
. ! . .
identified with a numerical ccde to facilitate congE;:ntiality.

5. Both the Michigan and NEA projects designed the field agent role as an

extension of Slready existing positions. In the Hichigan project, the rolq\

was assighed to Career,qu~;iipn Planning District Coordinators--usually

vocational-technical education directors in intermediate service agencies.

In tha NEA project, the field agent role was given to inservice specialists
,/' in state departments of education and corresponding state teachers' agencies.

6." Since these data were gathered after the agents had been in‘the‘project
for épproximately a year and a half, we believe that the, responses represent

fairly stable generalizations of time use and role allocation.
r . hd
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e INTRODUCTION -\
This section oF the volume will focus on a question of nasic‘concern
both to managers of field agents and to orgaﬁi ticnal theorists interasted
in testing the power of organizational design. Simply put, the quesrion ig
whether the‘design and management of the field agent role can (1) improve the
role occupant's job-related attitudes, and (2) reduce role conflict.
The first chapter in this part (Chapter 3) will present the finqlngs
from our analysis of field ageniraurv ¥s. The analysis, which focuses on
characteriétics o{ﬂ;pe role struct and its occupants\that are most easily
affected bﬂ‘project management,,pr es a number of fingings. First, with
, only a few axceptions, the individual agent characteristics geem to have
. lits}e‘association with job-related attitudes and role conflict. Second, an
design characteristics appear to have dignificant potential as factors .
?ffecting fleld agents' perceptions of job stress and ‘satisfaction. Finally, . |
we £ind that the formal training provided by projects for agents had little
impact in ameliorating the strains of acquiring and enacting a new role, and
that high levels of support and communication from the central projecﬁ'dffice
may actually increase stress. . .
The ;ase study that follows, the quantitative analysis (Chapter 4)
elaborates on a nuefar of ngints tnat are introduced through survey analysis.
In particular, the case study is intended to shed some light on the surpris-
ing'finding that training, communication, and support from project staff , .
members can actually increase job ;trqss. The case draws attention to some
of the ways in which the multiple loyalties of the agents to locally based
superviaors and to more distant project directors may affect their relation-
ships with a central office, and how the facto of’physical distance impedes
the effective provision of timely aupport: In(addition, the case points out
that role ambiguities can be addregsed through intervention by prqject
‘managemant, but that formalization of expectations may be more important than

¢ L)

providing episodiq-akills training;/ . .

-
. .
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CHAPTER 3
ORGANIZATIONAL INFLUERCES ON THE FIELD AGENT ROLE .oy
- - . \

In recent yeare, a number of significant studies have examined the 1
relationship between :ole chazacteristics and the job-related attitudes of |
occupants of boundary—spanning :oles (Miles and Perreault, 1976; Tosi, 1971;
Prudden and Stark, 1971; House and Rizzo, 1972). These studies have con~-
ceptualized job satisfaction and other variables, such as sense of efficacy,
as the consequences of role conflict, marginality, role formalization, and
1noiv1dual characteristics (see also Keller and Holland, 1975; Kahn et al.,
1§64: Lyons, 1971)._  These studies are, however, drawn from non-educational
settings and tend to focus on individuals who operate from a centralized
organizational base or branch offices of the central organization. Our own
analysis exaninee the effects of role design and management on field agents
1n education, permanently located at some distance from the office sponso:ing
thei: activities--in hogt organizations that have only 1nfo:mal or tempo:a:y
ties with the central organization. —_—

The basic question posed above can'he':efined by looking at tech-
niques that a:e typically used by managers to affect the role performance of
theit employees. The three most commonly used techniques are employee
selection, job-design, and ongoing management. } ‘ /

Selection. The field of occupational psychology provides J;nage:s
with scientific p:ocedu:ee for picking employees who are likely to succeed in
their roles. In this chapter we examine the effects of a number of easily
identifiable individuval characteristics upon the, job-related attitudes of
educational field agents. _Our purpose is to test whether the often voiced ‘
belief that "it takes a special type of person to be a linkez" #is supﬁorted.

{(See, for example, Zaltman and Dun n, 1976.)

S i

e can strongly affect the natu:e

Design. The choices managers
of the 4ph/ﬁ\rb: example, a manager who ieves margina eld agents
are more efgectivo will draw up a job defi ition quite different from that
designed by a manager who feels marginality leads to lowered effectiveness,
Our approach in this chapter is to look at central characteristics of .
the field -agent role._which can be affected by design choices. In particular
we conside: the percentage of time devoted to the job, the formalization of

the jobp and the marginality of the field agent with regard to ggé\p:oject

, 38
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offi.ce.1 We then determine the degree to which these—afjjgp job-related ’ .

attitudes.
Ongoing Hanagement: Training and Support. 1In addition to selection

and design, organizations engage in ongoing relatiocnships with their employees,
which are structured in a variety of ways that can either support or undermine
job satisfaction and performance. This chapter cpncentrates on twowaspects
of ongoing management: on-the-job training, and personal and task-related
sdpport. We examine the ways in which’ training and support are associated
with the agents' attitudes about their jobs. .. -

The analytic model used in this chapter involves‘three variables

that are treated as desired outcomes for agents:

e sense of efficacy;
e Jjob satisfaction; and -

¢ reduced role conflict. _ .

The remainder of the chapter examines the relationship between these outcomes
and several setz of potential predictor variables. The predictor variables--

corresponding to the management strategies of selection, job design, and
. 4]
ongoing management-~include:

e individual characteristics of the agent-+~age,
teaching experience, inrnovativeness, change skills,
communifationfskills, and use-of-power skills;

¢ 4job design characteristics--formalization, -

v marginality, and percentage of time committed to the

RDU pesition; and

e training and support structures--amount and
perceived usefulness of training, amount of commu- -
nication received from significant role’ partners,
and amount of influence over agent roles exercised
by the sams role partners. - s o

The predictor variables are treated in more detail in the analytic sections
of this chapter. The follewing section provides the operational definitions

and measures of job-related attitydss’and role conflict. e ~
*

‘Job~Related Attitudes and Role €onflict: Concepts and Measures

In this analysis job-related attitudes have been operationally
defined in a number of survey items, which have heen grouped into two sep-_
arate scales measuring field agent job satisfaction and field agent sense of

L

efficacy.
o ) 3l —_— .
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Job Satisfaction. The job eatiefactiqg\iiele ie composed of two Y

items, each measured on & five-point scale: ¢ . S
Py
® -To what extent is the following statement about your job
as a linker/facilitator true? It uses my e§ille and.
abilities--letd me do the things I do best. .
s On the whole, to\what extent are you satisfied with your -
preeent job? - . .t -
The scale composed of theé&\fyo items has a reliability of .81, using .

Cronbach's standardized alpha coefficient. ' . .

Sense of !fficaey. Senee,of efficacy was.measured by ‘asking each
——

agent to, judge bis/her importance to site outcomes in four phases of the 9
pro?lem-e lying proceee- ) . ./ﬂ

& To what extent were fou important to the accomplishments -~ | .
achieved by (specific site) during each of the following
activities: .

problem identificatiaon -~
solution selection . .
-planning for implementation .

. implementation ﬁﬁl

“f

These measures ¥ere combined into a single measure, which has a'range of 4 to
20 and a mean of 12,78, indicating that the &Verage field agent felt moderately
important in the problem-solving process. The standardized alpha for tgie
scale is .76,

Role Conflict. ,In our original design, role coeflict was classified

as a.etructuxal_characte;igtlc of the boundary:epanning role. This classifi-
cation ¥as consistent with the literature; however, our observation of the
occupants of field-baeed boundary~spanning roles suggests that rcle conflict
may have an ambigﬁousfplace in real world activities. Role conflict appears
ta be in part a function of organizational design and in part an outcome of
the ways~in which individual occupants of a field agent role determine how
they will relate to clients (lLouis and Sieberq 1979). In this section we
diacuee role conflict as an outcome of organizational design on a par with
job-related attitudes. (The relationslfip of rg}e conflict to the negotiation
of role relationships between the field agent and the client is discussed in
Chapter 5.)




. . - &

- Rple conflict was measured exclusiybly by surveys of field agents.3
Thus, vhile we shall refer to our coustruct as role conflict, it should be

remembered that it refers only to perceived rather than actual role conflict.

y Role conflict is Operationilized through two sepqratefscaldb, one which .
. reﬂef%o}irectly reported tole conflict, and one which uses measuresﬁof? q
) inéerred role conflict.® . i * 1

Repprted__i.p conflict is measured by asking field agents to assess ~
not only 'inter-sender role conflict but“also role overload and ambignity.
The items in the scale, which has a standardized alpha of .71, are: &

e To what extent do people around you have different opin-
igns about’ what you should be doing?

LT we

~
-~
ak
.
.

e To what extent ﬂo people around you have different opin- |
. idns about how ﬂfu should "be doing your job? ) "Q& |

A o' To what extent are you clear about what people expect you b |

_,.___‘) . "to do on your job? - .
[ -

& To what extent are you expected tg‘do more than, you are
. able or have time to 8o?

. . -
& E * ¢

- The mean response on the role conflict measure, which could_ theoretically
range from 4 tq,zo, was 10.2, with a standard deviation.of 4.1, indicating

.. that” agentg pecceived modest role conflict, on the average, though there is
a great deal of variability betweent individuals on this construct. We say

conclude “from this gimple descriptive finding that rple conflict is not
always associated 'with the boundary-spanning role, although su&h roles may
typically be cHaracterized by more conflict than those which do not involve
,f?equent interactdon with iﬁﬂdviduals outside the employing organization. .
p . Infhddition to the direct assesspent of role confiIct, role confligt -
wad inferred from Juestions that asked each field agent to rate the degree to
which central projedt staff and clients expected him/her to perform in 10

. diffgrent roles, such as “evaluator,” 'conflict resolver,” and "expert in

- matching problems to innqvations. An inferred role conflict score was
' computed by subtracting the. differences in. expectations between the agent
and the two types of role partners on 7%f¢ the 10 items., (See Appendix A,
Question 10. ) The.possible range of this scale wag 0 to 28 The mean ' a
responge was ‘4,24 lindicating a high average consiste;;;\between agents
and supervisors in most instances) with a standard deviation of i 0. : &

- - .
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. Table-3-11 at the end of this chapter.
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Field Agent Characteristics: Can Good Field Agents Be Selected?

_ We now examine the effect of field agent selection on job-related "W
:Ettitudee and role conflict. As noted in Chapter 1, the literature abounds
with arguments concerni;g the importance of individual field agent character- d//’
istics. The characteristics included in our analysis are ones that could be
easily identified in an interview prior o hiring a field agent. ALl of the
correlations between variablés discussed in this analysis may be found in

Meagures of Field Agent Characteristics. The field agent character-

istics examined in our analysis include age, sex, and teaching expe!iénce--a
factor that is often thought to be important in :elating to teacher p:dblem—
solving teams. (For descriptive data on these characteristics, see Chapter
2.) In éddition,-we examined one self-reported personality characteristic

(innovativenesa) and a number of self-reported skills. ——

The measure of innovativeness used in this analysis was judged by '
.Brice (1972) to be among the most valid organizational measures available.
The procedure involves forcedﬂchoiée selection between pairs of adjectives N
deec:ibing the':espohdept*s_behavio:. Fgur innovative characteristics
(independedt: flexible, original, and self-reliant) are paired with four
conventional cha:actezistics {dependatrie, coog’xative, induatrioua, stable}.
The battery is scpred by adding the number of times an jpnovative adjective .
is selected over a conventional adjective. "(Por fuft;:fpdocumentathan of ’
this measu:e, see Price, 1972. .The item appears in pAppendix B, Question )
2.) The méan response on the innovativeneas scale was 7.7, out of a possible
range of 0 to 16, indicating that the typical agent views him or herself.ds
being Somewhat innovative.‘ The standard deviation was quite high, however. '
1(3.7), and agents could be found at both extremes of the scale: ‘.
Field agents were also aaked to rate themeelvea on a seven~point .
scale from “very weak" to "very strong” in 24 skill areas. Results aré" )
corted in Table 3<1. Sample skill areas included: ability to organize
myself and others,™ "listening and understanding," 'grOup tqam building,” and
"facilitating implementation.* These items were subjected to a principal
compeonents factor analysie{with vErimax rotation.. Three sigaificant factors
eme;ged. The first.factor, which loaded highly on items measuring skill in ]
p:oﬁie; identification, solution selection, facilitating implemeptation, and . .
evaluation and follow-up we .have called change skills (reliability = .80).

. .
. .
- ‘ 42
- .
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Table 3-1 ' Lot .
RANKS AND MEAN RATINGS OF SELP-REPORTED FIELD AGENT SKILLS

J
xi1l Arens . | Rank | mMean* | s.B. ’
L : { T
Openfiéss ) 1 59 L 0.
Listening and understanding , 'f 1 Q5.9 1._0 - . -
Ability to organize myself and others 3 5.8 0.9
Influencing through suppo:tive-:einforcément \ 3 5.8 0.9
Oral communication 5 5.7 1.0 .
Process helping . 5 5.7 0.9 .
ility to write at appropriate level 7 .6 1.2
- ! Group- problem—solving . 7 5.6 1.~0 .
Gaining acceptance at_. all levels of the . . ]
system T 7 5.6 [ 1.0 :
) Facilitating implementat.ion * 7 5.6 0.9
Group team building ) 14 5.4 1.1 N
| E ective use ofgomal and inf@mal power L
structure 1 5.4 1.2 - |
* | skills in problem identificati?n_/“\ 1 5.4 1.04{
Skills' in solution selection _ 1 5.4 0.9 T
Counseling . . 15 5.3 1.2 |
Interviewing } .. 15 | 53 ,| «.0
Goal setting 15 5.3 0.9 | -
ék!.lls in curriculvd development 18 5.1 1.4 .
Ability to live a low profile - 19 .],.5.0 1.1
Conflict resolution 20 4.8 1.2
Bvaluatin/follow-up 20 4.8 1.4
SI:ills in content a:ea {reading, etc.) 22 4.6 1.6°
High tolerance for amblguity ’ 23 4.3 1.5' ) i
Influencing through confrontation ahd } ‘ .
" -| advocacy methods - ‘ ’ 24 39 | 1.3
1 . ¢ 14 '

*Me@a‘\are on a seven-point scale, where 1 = very weak and 7 = very atrong.

C -.m%:
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The second factor, _vhich we have calledl comunication 8kills, loads highly on

'listening and understanding,' ".oral communication,® "interviewing," ®*influenc=-

" ing through supportive reijorcement, and "influencing through oonfrontation

and advocacy methods® (rel’i&bili”ty = .86). The final factor is called
effective-use-of-power skills. loading on "gaining acceptance at all levels

_of the systen,' 'effective use Of formal and, informel power structure™ and

opennesa to change® (reliability = .86). ) -~

—

Ther:e was less variation on the skills scales than on the measure of
innovativeness. on each of these, scales, which could theoretically range
from a 1ow‘score of 1 to a high of 7, the actual lowest score was 2.6. In

the case of ccmnunicalfo?, fofr example, the l:ean self-rating was 6.4 tstandard
deviation, «96). Agapks viewdd themselves as having glightly lower change
and use-of-power slr.illsi but the means are still reldtively high (5.25 and
_5.18) and the staridard deviai:ions are modest’ (.9 and .8).

Analysis an% Findings. fra e 3-—2 displays the significant Pearson

correlation copfficjent® he as res of the field agents' job-related
& ﬁqict,

attitudes and role ndividual characteristics. It can be seen
that the zgents' personal characteristics have some relationship to job
attitudes (includ}aé‘g*rcle conflict) but that‘.these tend to be somewhat
scattered.” While thé’ sex o j

measuresn age and teachi% experience are both modera}ely associated with

the agent is not related to any of the dependent

lower levels of infnrred role conflict; and, in addition, teaching experiénce
is related to lower els of reported role conflict. Agents who rate
themselves Jhigh on ef;t e-use-of-power or communicaticn skills are also
less likely ‘to repo’ét rg¥e conflict, while more innovative agents tend to be
less satisfied with their jobs. {These latter correlations are, however,
significant only *ut ‘the .10 level ) : )

Tagen together, these ffhdings provide only limited support to

those who contend that "it takes a special person to be a linker.” This

should,,,.of course, be relatively good hewk to most managers of educational
field agents si\nce, in most case’s, it is not feasible to.hire an entirely new
set of staff rembers to perform these roles. Rather, most agencies that
attempt_. to develop or expand boqndary—spanning functions must call upon the
staff tpat they already"employ. .The findings of this report, both in this
and later chapters, suggest that, on the whole, the need to "retool” existing

‘,“staff'wiu not .pose a problem to the expansioh of 'boundary-spanning roles_in

\" ‘. . .
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il _Table 3-2 .

: . SIGNIFICANT CORRELATIONS OR -PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS 7
) . WITH "JOB. ATTITUDES AND ROLE COMNFLICT

+ [l

Personal ySense of |  ,*Job Inferred * Reported
Characteristics Efficdacy | Satisfaction | Role Conflict | Role Conflict

. . . . .

* ®* | Innovativeness -, 25% ] h
Communication skills | -.26% \/__
Use-of-Power Skills - 1 =23 17

.. Change Skills .- C ’
‘. )
: | Sex of Agent )
Teaching Experience . -, 32%% -,23% | . .
Age . -, 38%%

*Significant at .10
“ #*Significant atr .05 or better

v . - pe

)
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edycational service _agencies, so lang as managers attend to important features - L

of role designgand management.5 . ) . ‘

findings do indicateﬁ however, that with experience tome the
tools £dr reducing job-related stress. This finding is consistent with
studids of many dther occupations. The.interesting igsue here, of course,

is that the field agent job was novel for most of the participants. Even the
most experienced agents had never held a full-time field agent position
before, and even for those who had held positiOns that .required signlficant
boundary spanning, the definitions of the agent role posed new challenges., ) -
under these conditions of apparently equal uncertainty for all, older and
more experiﬁnced individuals were better able to cope with stress. The
gtatistical finding is confirmed by interviews with both older and younger
agents. ' younger agents tended to describe the job as a "burnout” role, full,
of tension. Older and more experienced agents found it less stressful.

Before the manager of field agents jumps to the conclbsion that ¥
utilizing experienced educatorB will facilitate the development of more .
effective boundary spanners, we must foreshadow findings to be presented
later, In Chapter 7, data are _presented which indicate that older anq more
experienced agents may be less likely to engage in boundary-spanning behavior.,

Thus, while undergoing less, stress, they may be no more, nor less, effective.

-

Job Design: Can the Structuring of the Role Affect Job-Related Attitudes? .

v While there are many role characteristics that can be manipulated in
a new role, our dlscussion here /ds linited to three variables that are
prominent in the literature on educational field agents. First, we follow up
on the persistent question of whether the aéeng's time commitment to the

boundary-sPanning role--i.e., full-time, part- time, or very part-time--affects

job attitudes, 1For a discussion o£ the relevance of time commitment, see
Sieber ot al., leE )} Second, .we examine the degree to which the agent role
is codified or formalized, and how this affects job attitudes. lLack of role

formalization has, of course, been defined as one of the characteristics of

the educational agent role. Finally, we examine the effects ofvmarginalitz, }
which has been viewed as a gerious bource of str?@s for educational field
4gents. "(See Havelock, 1969, for a discussion of the more significant .

features of the field agent role,) :L .
. )
e commitmént to the field

Measures of Job Design. "The agent's t
agent job was measured by asking, ."What percentage of your working time do

A . ‘. 38 46 . .
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you devote to RDU project aftivities?" The redponses to this question fell a

into three groups of approximately equal size: =10%, 20-50%, and 80-100%.

: o
above in Chapter 2.

An index af role formalization was developed us gix itens:

e Iz there a written job description for you as an\RDU
linker/facilitator? .

“ o Did thid\description exist when you were, hi:ed? . \\\\ ‘

# Are there any procedures for :eceiving formal job aéseqs-' i
ments or evaluations from your RDU project director? Ve

® Are the:e any procedures for receiving formal job assess-
ments from your supetviso: in the organization in which you r‘“}

are located? . . o

. Ié federal funding to support your linker/facilitator :ole‘”'
were, to be discontinued, how likely is it that the organi-
zation in which your office is located would attempt to re- .,
tafn you?

[

L] - - L1 R
e If federal funding to support your linker/facilitator role -
were to be discontinued ih the near future, how likely is

it that'the organization in which your office is loca@ . o~
would continue to engage in linking activities sjmilar
those you now perform? -

- — r
An analysis of responses to these individual items revealed that ;

relatively few of the field agents (25%) indicated there was any procedure
for formal job assessment from the RDU projéct itself, but a considerably
higher proportion (59%) indicated that*tormal assessments were nade by
supervisors in their host organizations. Thus, we suspect thad: the field
agent role is more formalized at the level of immediate supervision than

at the level where project objectives are set. Despite the fact that 72% Sf
the agents had been employed B& their host organizations prior to becoming
RDU field agents, only 59% indicated that they.wdﬁld definitely be retained
when RDU funding was terminated. Only 30% of the agents peréeived their host
organizations to be firmly committed t9 maintaining the field agent role,

]
~ -

while 39% perceived either no clear commitment, or an unlikely commitment to

" continue to sponscor field agemt activities. . .
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A roie formalization score with a range of 0 to 8 was constructed by
. assigning a value. ©f 1 for each "yes™ response regarding formal job descrip-
tions and formal assessment procedures, a value of 2 for each response
indicating definite job security and a definite commitment to the future
support of field agéit activitie;, and a value of 1 for obable job security
' and commitment to'field‘agent activities. The mean fo:<ii
with a standard deviation of 2.2

1 agents was 3.6,

. . Marginality as used in this study is defined structurally as the
extent of organizational distance between the field agents anq their sigqifi-
. cant role partners. Survey responfents were aeied to indicate graphically
QPH close they felt tp one or the other organization in three organizational
paire; school/host organization, school/project, and project/hbst. gpe
more the egents saw themselves as not part of either organization in each
pair, the higher their marginality score. For example, they received § 1 if
they locatedgthe?selves inside one ‘the organizations, a 2 if.thef located
~ themselves on the boundary of one organization, and up to a 6 if they put
themselves equidistant between the two organizations. This visual grephiag
teﬁhnique was adapted from Cotton &t al., 1977. ‘f .

A score of total marginality was computeq,by adding the scores for
the three pairs, thub yielding a possible range off 3 to 18. We found that
the mean marginality using this measure was 9.9, with a standard deviation of
2.8. However, the Cronbach's standardized alpha for this index revealed
that it was not unidimensional. Rathe;, it was composed of two pypee'of
maiqznelity. . marginality betueen the project and the other two role partners

{project marginality), and the single item reflecting marginality between
the host organization and the school flocal marginality). 1In this chapter we
exanine onﬁ;jproject marginality, since this is the feature of organiza- ,
tional desigﬁ,oyer which there may be the greatest contrel by the Qenagers
of dispersed field staff.6 The standardized alpha coefficient for this
. wvariable is..70.‘
Analysis and Findings. As was discussed in Chapter 2, the fielp

agents in our sample varied enormously in their time cCommitment to the agent

/ role, £anging from full time to 1%. The amount of time devoted to the‘role,
however, correlates significantly with few of the measures of job-fhlated
. attitudes or role conflict (Table 3-3)._ The only significant relationship is
a negative one between the agent's time commitment to the role, and his or

»
~
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Table 3-3
SIGNIPICANT CORRELATIONS BETWEEN FEATURES )
J. . OF "JOB DESIGN AND'JOB-RELATED ATTITUDES
’ L
¢ ) Sense of *Job ifferred Reported
Design . +BEfficacy Satisfactiot |Role Conflict Role Conflict,
Percentage\@( ¢ - =~ 40* ¥
Pormalization . ~ 40%%
1 1]
Marginality —e3%%
(Project) e —e25* .26*
. } !
[ § - ‘
*significant at ghe .70 level, . . v - .
**Significant at the .08 level.
T, ‘6
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her reported role conflict (r = -.40): agehts who spend more time on the job

apparently percelve fewer competing roie definitions and role overloads. '

The field agent job was general}y compatible with other roles that
field agents played in their host o:ganizations. Bowever, one of the major
role dllemmas mentioned by agents.who apént very 11tt1e time as RDU field .
agents was that their supervisors generally forgot the new obligations that
were added th;ough and 4id not {edﬁce their expectations of other parts
of the Job. The ag:h
between part-time field agent roles and,other roles in the agency were 1 fez;“'
to be located in organizations that were already hiqply client p&t 963{5 In
fact, fuli-time field agents who were placed in settings where theI"Jpeets
and colleagues were doing quite different things were among those who ex-

ho reported in personal interviews the least strain

pressed the greatest concerns about the value and security of their jobs,
and they frequently had a difficult tlm@ becoming integrated into the host
organization. (The importance of communication and collaboration with pee:d
is diqp&ghed further in the section on field aéehb training and suppoEt.)

- The formalization of the agent's job, unlike time allocation, tended
to be influenced by factors other than overall project design; there 1s.no
significant difference between projects on khe level of formalization. ©On
the basis of the 11tezatuze {House and Rizzo, 1972), e predicted a negative

correlation between formakization and role conflict and a positive correla-
tion with job satisfaction. The basic argument is that clarification both bf ) ‘
what the job entails, through a written dascription, and of the organizational
status ofsthe job and the, zole occupang, should reduce the level of incompat-
ible expectations? and thus the personal anxlety and anbiduity for the role
occupant. Our data suggest, however, that for field-based boundary spanners,
the potency of job formalization as a\managezial strategy for reducing stress
may ‘be more 1gnited. It is not significantly related to job satisfaction R
measures, nor to sense of efficacy. In addition, reported role conflié: tends

to increase rather than decreage with formalization (x = ,40) (Table 3-3).,
)

Vol .
An interpretation of this finding in light of the recent discussion of the ,
extremely low visibility of the field agent role (Louis and Sieber, 1979) .

would suggest that formalization may serve to increase the visibility

‘ of what agents do. Further, as role pastners begin to define the responsi-

iy
bilities of ‘field agents and describe mdre expectations for per formance, the

potential for conflict may ihcrease, as does the probability of both negative

90 B
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and pogitive feedback. While such feedback ig desired oy field agents, it
can’ also be the source of sfress.

s 7 Marginality can be viewed as both an individual characteristic and
one which is affected by organizational design. In the RDU pregram, the
measure of prcdect merginalit? is not‘significantly related t& the project
in which the agent was located, but it is ‘significantly associated 3ith
another feature of design--time allocation. The more time an ageht spent
on RDU activities{ the more marginal he or she felt (r = .60). Marginality
is also related positively to satisfaction (r = .26, significant at the .10
level) .and negatively to reported role conflict (r = -.31, significant at the
.05 level). In sum, our data contradict the contention (Cotton et al., 1977)

that marginality can increase the stress associated with a boundary-spanning

role. -
Rather, marginality has, overall, the effect of reducing major
sources of job stress. This finding is consistent with Sieber's theory
apout how individuals manage uhen‘confronted with th accunulation of many
roles and role expectations. One technigque for reducing stress discussed by
Sieber is using commitments in ocne role as an excuse for not performing

in another. The more marginal an individu is‘\ith respect to different
organizations or social groups with which Ei\o

easily these excuses may be called into play. Thus, for exampie, agents

r she interacts, the more

who experienced high levels of perceived stress were those wWhose clients
dighnot understand or respect their marginality--e.g., their obligations
to other clients -and to the organizations for whom they worked.

The other side of marginality is, however, tne-assumption that low
levels of affiliation may increase the :ield agent's ability to effectigely

mediate between two organizations. The effects of marginality on relation-

ships with clients are presented in Chapter 5. T
Metons For '
Training and S_pport: Implications for OQQoing Management of Pield Agents
_—

The subject of providing ongoing .management support for the educa—
_tional field agent has received an enpirical assessment in & previously
published report {Spencer,and.Louis, 19803. The purpose of this sectien
is to summarize earlier analyses and to put them into the larger context of
how organizations influence occupants of, the field agent role. The focus of
this aection is upon the role of actors in the project and host organizations

. ) s .
Yo 7~ 5 ~ L .
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who relate to the field agent. {The impacts of clients on the agent are

discussed in Chapter 5.} Theffact that this role set is made up' of many
individuals maAy contribute Yo job stress. Here, however, we ,Jook at the ways
in which role partners reduce stress By providing resources to the field

agents. The three major sets of variables examined in this analysis include:

® on-the-job training;
o influence/support of praject-level staff:_and . —
® influence/support of staff in the host organizatiocn.

Measures of Training and Support. Por the purposes of this volume,

training 18 defined as an organize& gset of materials and experiences used for
orienting and indoctrinating the new :ole Occupant, teaching specific knowledge,
skills or attitudes that the roge occupant needs to. perform the job, and

‘providing opportunities for general education and self-development (Schein,

1970). For the most part, training usually emphasizes the acquisition of
knowledge. Hood and Cates‘(19787 statet/'”Review'or evaluation of actual
programs of instruction for linking agents suggests that many programs |
probably succeed’in imparting only orientation levels of competence; that is, _
they impact (sometimes very effectively) general awareness and understanding”
(B, 30). ' _ . ~
Bowever, the acquisition of skills--especially interpersonal 8kills—-
is equally important, is much more difficult, 4nd occurs much less frequently
than knowledge acquisition. Mednick (1964) provides a traditional defini-
tion of skil}: “precision a tining of movements that are oriented around,
a task or goal." PFor example, in learning tohswim,'the required leg and arm .
movements are within most individuals’® benavioral repertoi}e. Learning

g;comes the process of integration and proper sequencing of these behavioral

"units so that the total skill can be performed as an integral whole without

faltering and without fo:ced conscious awareness of individual parts. In
following the analogy, field agents use nmany methods to acguire their process

.helper, resource finder, and solution giver skills (Havelock, 1973; Piele,

1975; Butler and Paisley, 1978). Some learn by being dumped into the pond,
and some learn by gequential trial—and-erzo: practice. Others are fortunate '
enough to receive guided instruction. .
Degspite differences among the projects, each provided information or
skill training in therfoiloting areas: the problem-solving process, group
dynamics, the use and availability of tne kndwledge base (the pool of innova-

, .
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tive programs) and the administration of the RDU project. A survey question
asked field agents to rate, ﬁsing a five-point scale, the extent to which

training was zeceived in these four areas. The results are presented in Table

3-4. A8 can be seen, the training given by the seven organizations did not
vary a great deal in content. ({The content of field agent training is
described further in the gsection on analyais and Eindings.) Follow-up
questions asked the respondents to indicate thée quaiity of the training in

each area, along several dimensions:

e Was the training useful and relevant to you in your ‘work?

® Kas the training provided at the appropriate time? , .

e Was ‘the amount of training that was provided appro-
priate to your needs?

Each of these items, including the question on,the extent to which training
was received, was summed across training topids to form feur scales: amount
of training, usefulness of training, timeliness, and adequacy of amount.

The impact of the support structure of the project was measured by 5
examining the frequency of interaction of agents with project directprs and
evaluators in the central project office, the degree of influence that the
central project staff had upon the field agents' choice of activities and -
time allocationg and the amount of feedback received frem the projects. The
logic here was that agents cannot feel supported by the central office unless
{1) there is actual communication on.a regula; basis, (2) this communication
has content that is valued by the agent, and (3) the agent believe;:that the
communication structure actually has an effect, on what he or she does, -
including the provision of corrective feedback: .

Ptequency of interaction was determined by measuring the amount of

fage-to-fdce, telephone, and writteéfi interaction on a five-point séale

raﬁging from "never®” to “daily.” TThis question was asked separately for

the project director and the project evaluator, since each of these provided
Some aupervisidn and support to field agents in most of the projects.

In addition, the agents wezp asked to rate their immediate supervisdrs in the
organizationa in which they were located, and others in the host organizations
performing in roles aimilar to their own. The three modes of communication

were added together to obtain a single index ofafrequency, which could range

from 1 to 12, for each role partner. b
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) Table 3-4 . R
~
MBAN DEGREE TO"WHICH TRAINING WAS RECEIVED IN FOUR CONTENT
ARBAS AS PERCEIVED BY FIELD' AGENTS IN EACH PROJECT -
¥ : ,
] Content Area of Training: -
Information or Skills Related to:
; *Problem | Interperaonal Use and Project
. : Solvi.ng“J or Group Availability | Adminis- ALL
) . rodess Dynamics* of Knowledge*| tration* |AREAS
RDU Project . | 1~
’ T P t v
Pennsylvanda 4.0 3.0 - 3.0 4.5 3.6
Michigan 3.7 3.2 . 3,0 4.1 3.5
’ NEA 3.6 3.1 2.9, 3.8 3.4 '
Georgia ., | 3.8 © 4.4 2.4 2.7 3.3 |-
Florida 3.3 3.0 3.3 3.1 3.2 7
NRC y 2.8 3.2 3.0 - 3.8 ° 3.2
Rem:k’ a . 3.0 2-5 . . '3‘.2 3.2 4 3.0
(] { - -
Y J
. : K P .
ALL RESPONDENTH— 3.5 . 3.2 .. 3.0 ] 3.6 - \ 3.3

*Scale:

» N
« 2 = to a little extent :
- 7 *1 = not at all
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The ;neans for the four different ‘xole pgrtners are shown in %able -~ 9
3-5. This tabie shows’ very .clearly that the‘mp.jor 3ources of communication ’
are ﬁagents ‘supervisors in the projgct and host organizations. Not

surpris ngly, the communication with 1oca1 role partners is more often

fa o

thrgugh informal, faqe—to—face mechanisms, than by telephone or in writing. -~
a y— °  Influence wds measured by asking the agent to rate the project
airectckri pf'oject evaluator, host organiz‘ation sdpervisor, amd rs in the

) -hos.l: organizat;lon, 1using, a four-point scale ranging from *none" 1@ "a great . $ 4
AY ‘ -
= dﬁ%" on the following dimensions: , ' .o T ’ .
3 ﬂ‘ P . -~ . " >
. é How nuch influence (does the‘individual)- have on the Q |

_jature of your” activities as an RDU linker/facilitator?,

e How much influence (does the ihdividual) have on the .
amount, of Ltime you allocate to various RDU related activ-

L2

T itles? ) . {'
-" ' l
o How nuch feedback do you receive from (the individual)
g, ) about hoW you are perfqrming y,qur job? .
- These items were summed to ot‘>tain a total influence score for each role i
partner, ranging from' 3. S0 2. v ©o. . . ) ’ |
- * L
*  Means for each type of influenée, and/to{al influence, are shown in
-
\J&able 3-6. This table indicates that project directors have the strongest .
nfluence ovef agents,‘ and that this igfluence - is centered in the area of

" degamiging the nature of the field agerits' activities. .
- Analysis and Findings: Training.‘ As noted, Table 3-4 indicated A

signifiacant differences ih the general content of training by project. Thps,
f‘inding, whic& is discussed in greater detail in Spencer and lLouis (1980),
ﬁoccurred despite the attempts by each projéct to design a%raining program

L]

'., _"that was tailored to its specific program demands and needs. The development A
of tailored, relevant training proved to be extremely difficult, as is well
. P ¥
documented by the case f8llowing this chapter. ) - )
e,

- It s.'é i'n't.eresting to note that most projects stressed information ,
About project adm“istntion and provided- little information about the
knowledgg base. as Te saw in Chapter 24 the agent role involved a great
deal of rep&tting, An part because. agents were en\‘edded in a demonstration
project which had a substantial researc'h c@ent. Hoyever, one of the
major mechanisms® utilized by the managerqnof dispersed. org‘an_i.zations@
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o ' —  Table 3-5 X )
. . . f -3
\" L4 "
‘. MEAN FREQUENCY OF INTERAGTION IN FACE-TO-FACE,
' TELEPHONE AND WRITTEN COMMUNICATION BY VARIOUS
. ROLE PARTNERS .

) -J - -
, 1 ' . Mean Frequency of Interaction
| Role i
, ~Paxtner- . .
\ Face~to~Face* | Telephone*| Written* |-
| - o
: =1 - .
- Project Director <14 : 1.8 1.6
\ -
P ! ! 4
12:9/:‘Fct g:aluator 1.0 1.0 1.2
- . ¥
, | HostiSupervisor ° 3.1 1.4 1.1
- : x :
. P Others” in Similar_ 2.34 l.4 0.8
I Ryles . K W i
é ' .
*Scale: d .
7SI 4 = Daily ‘ ’ - -
- 3 = Weekly .
" %2 = Tess than weekly, but
¢ - L8 at “least once a month ° "
l = Less than once a month .
0 = Never .
L] % . ’
- T '
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- Table 3-6 _ *
. .. MEAN LEVEL OF FEEDBACK AND DEGREE OF INFLUENCE OVER
ACTIVITIES AND TIME ALLOCATION -BY VARIOUS ROLE PARTNERS °
. ) “
Mean Mean . Mean - | .
Role v Level Influence “Influence Total Influence**
Partner of ~over Over - .
Ky Feedback*| Activities* Time* Mean s.D.
Project Director : 2.3 3.0 T 2.3 7.6 2.9
. Project Evaluator 1.8 2,2 1.9 6.5 2.1
Host Supervisor . 2.4 2.5 2.5 | 7.3 2.6
Others in Similar Roles| 1.8 L L7 1.6 5.0 2.4
o . [N
. *Scale E
1 = None — '
2 = A Little . .
- 3 = Moderate . . :
4 = A Great Deal . !

o+
- -

**The index was computed by adding scores on feedback, influence over

behavior and influence over time. The possible range of scores is
from 3 to 12. '
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increasing the visibility of field-based staff is to institute complex

repprting systems (see Louis and Sieber, 1979). Instruction in these report-
ing systems,thus,constitdted a majorqyé:;onent of what was trainigg:\although
it 4id not necessarily contribute to the agents’ gcquisition of the skills
needed in thé:boundary-spanning role. _

Regrettably, the relatively lower levels of training in the use of
the knowledge base proved frustrating for many of the agents. Agents devel-
oped relationships with clientg under the expectation that there would be a
wealth of R&D resources to apply to any problems that were identified at the
site. In many cases this turned out to be untrue, and agents, who were not
alwafs content experts, often felt.frustrated gith their lack of access to
appropriate materials for their clients (see. also gin et al., 1980, and Louis
and Rosenblun, 1981). This issue is addressed to some degree in thé cases

. presented in csapters 4, 6 and 8.

- The results of both'a canonical correlation and a.set of Pearson

'

correlations between training variables and job-related attitudes and role

conflict suggest that the training programs that were designed by the cen-
tral projects had only modest impact upon the agent 8 job-related attitudes.
The canonical correlation procedure yielded no significant correlations,

while an analysis of individual bi-variate correlatidns (Table 3-7)

locates gome scattered significant relationships between trafning variables
(total amount and usefulness) and the agents sense of efficacy. Oddly, -
however, these cqrreldgjons are negative {fr = ~,28, and £ » -,50). We might
interpret this an an example of how formal training tends to be selectively '

" effective: agents who had a high sense of efficacj ma& have been less

impressed by the relativel; simple training tools and experiences that were
provided to them. Agents who felt less sure of what they were doipg were
more grateful for the information and clarification that were derived
through training ses&iond. . . . K

In addition, the ambunt of training that the agents received was

associated with slightly higher job satisfactibﬂ: and lower levels of rgifnted o’

.role conflict, although it has no relationship with inferred role confli
.Somewhat surprisingly, however, the perceived usefulness of the training had
no relationship to job satisfaction, This finding suggests that the provision
of training is seen by role occupants as a sign of the organization 8 desire
to attend to their needs--the gesture may be appreciated even when the
content is not always "on target.”

ﬁ\ * ) “ . 58 .
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Table 3-7
SIGNIFICAN? CORRELATIONS OF VARIOU§ TRAINiNG‘VARIABLBS, WITH
"JOB-RELATED ATTITUDES AND ROLE CONELICT
. —
Training- Inferred .Reported
Variables Sengse of |'Job Satis- Role Role
Efficacy faction Conflict Conflict
Amunt Received ‘: -028** 021* —4.6**
Usefulness =.50%* .
Timeliness

Adeduacy of Amount

*Significant at the .10 level,

**Significant at l':he .05 Ievel.
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Trainin 80 have been ir;directlx usefu 'to agents. In open-

ts tended,to down-rate the usefulness of tzaining
because of its limited inmediate applicability to client relationships, and
its 1{mited usefulness in helping them to deal with specific aspects of the

pzovision of assistance. Bowever, both agents and p:oject directo:s said

ended interviews, a

that perhaps the most effective training 'was that which focused on more

eneral aspects of the organizational change process, and on role clarifica-

tion, apdttherefore'opened up a variety of options for zolei that agents <
could play on site. e

Training from the p:oject, particularly where it focused on role
clarification (see, for example, Chapte: 4), may also have helped the agent
most specifically in reducing :ole conflict with the host supervisor. Agents
could more clearly define project expectations to their local colleagues, and
thus reduce tension oieé the diife}ences between what tﬁ?y éid end'what
others in their host’ocrganization did. Bowever, more traihing is associated
with more E:eq;ent interaction with the project director, and as will be
discussed below, 1nczeased contact. between the project director and the agent
inva:iably increased :ole conflict. In sum, training can have the immediate
effact of suppzessing role conflict with seme role pa:tnefET\Bu; exace:bating
it with others——those who are seeking gzeate: influence through  the train!qg.

Overall, we may concldde that training did not 2ppear to consistently
inprove field agents' attitudes about their jobs. Additional analysis
reported 1n Spencer and Louls (1980) also suggests that tzaining has lim ted
inpacts upon agent behavior. * . L

) Analysis and Pindings: Exoject Suppg:t Systems. A canonicel correla-

tion between Job—related attitudes and the project support va:iablesv-includ-

ing influehce and frequency of 1ntezaction--was 1nsign1£icant. However, feveral
indigidual correlations suggest that suppo:t structures ,at the project level
may have g:eater impadts upon the -agents than training procedures. \
Pirst, an analysis, of va:@aﬂce indicates that percelived influence
and suppprtive interaétion from the project directo: and project evaluato:
vary significantly by project (see Table 3-8). The Pennsylvania project, P
which emphasized field contacts between the project staff and the field
« agents, consifitently ranked highest on support and infllieace. The Michigan /
p:ojeq}f in contrast, had a divided ;;ejecg leadership that Was unable to
gustain communications with their very part-time agents during most of the
52 - ’ '
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* Table 3-8 2 . -/

”

MEAN INFLUENCE AND SUPPORT SCORES FOR VARIQUé ROLE PARTNERS BY PROJECT
h]

i

= - nﬁ o
:) Influence*# Suppogtﬁ**
Project Host Other Project ﬁroject Host _Other ‘
k| Directorl Evaluator | Supervisor| Staff Pirector |Evaluator |,Supervisor Staff
ALl _
Regpondents 7.6 6.5 7.3 5.0 4.6 3.4 5.0 4.5
RDU_PROJECT*
\ g
NRC 9.3 7.0 5.5 3.0 7.0 5.0 4.5 3.2
Pennsylyania | 1030 10.0 7.5 6.0 7.0 | 6.5 6.5 6.0 .
b Network - 7.8 5.8 . 8.6 <| 6.7 3.5 2.2 4.8 41 .

Georgia'mo 9.0 }. 733 | 9.5 | 5:8.. 6.3 » | 3.8 4.3. 4.6

Florida 7.8 6.2 . 1.5 5.9 5.9 2.8 5.6 5.2
NEA 7.3 BB! 6.3 4.8 4.1 21| 46 4.2,

* Michigan 6.2 5.3 7.3 4.5 3.6 2,6 3.5 2,6

/ Significance of | . .03 .10 .22 .001 00, [« .36 .57
. the Differences . )

x *Projects are listed in descending order by percentage time ffggpfiept to RDU.
#*Scale ranges from 3 to 12.
*#4%Scale ranges from 1t to 12,

. .
.
>
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zproject. Not surp:isingly, Michigan ranks consistently low on these measures.
Thus, the:e is scge evidence to suggest that tpe agents' perceptiOns of
support and influence are a function of organizational design and the amourit

" of support and influence actuallx p:ovided.
‘ Second, while an examination of cor:elation coefficipnts shcws

few significant relationships for project suppprt and influence variablesdas
a whole, project director influence and Support are associated with sevetal .
of the outcome measuree {Table 3-9). Again, however, scme of the results are
countékintuitive. on thq_one,hand,'support from the project director ig
negatively related to'sense of efficacy (r = -.25) and positively related to
both nmeasures of role conflict-~reported (r = .22) and inferred (r = .33).
Perceived influence of the project director over the role‘behagio: of the
agent is, on the other hand, positively associated with sense of efficacy

¥ ®.25), although it is.also positicely agssociated with reported role -
conflict (r = .61). v

The finding that gppport from‘the project director and influence
of the project director have opposite imacts on sense of cfficacy desgerves
soée.additional disdhssion, even though the correlation coefficients ar
rather small. We belfeve that this finding stems largely from the presgenc
of two "deviant cage” projects in the area of support. The project with the
highest average support score (NRC) was also one fn which the demands for
documentation and information from the central office ;e:e parﬂicularly
high-~what was designeg as a support system ended up as a burden, and further
contributed to the generally low sense of efficacy in this project (see
Rosenblum and Louis, 1981, for greater detail). On the other hand, the "
NETWORK, which‘employed agents with an exceptionally Q§gh sense of.efficacy:
had the lowest level of project director support. This was true because-the
project included a specific role for a‘"linker support specialist,” who took
responsibility for most of the communication with agents. In sum, we believe ,
that the negative relationship between project director support and agent
sense Of efficacy is explained largely by these two projects.

Many of the measures of support and influence are highly associated
with features of job design (see Table 3-10)}. For example, the pe:centage of
time.sevoted to RDU is positively related to levels of supportive interaction
from all role partners; both marginality and the rcentage of time committed
are positively ﬁ’elated‘ to inf‘lueﬁ?ze fron peers in e host crganization but
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. - Table 3-9
4 ‘ .
SIGNIFPICANT CORRELATIONS BB’I‘WEEN MEASURES OF . .
SUPPORT AND INFPUENCB AND "JOB-RELATED ATTITUDES
K. . . -
-Measure of Sense of *Job Inferred Reported
Irffluence or Support Ef?icacy Satisfaction | Role Conflict | Role Conflict
' »
Influence/Director +25% E1%%
Support/Director T=,25% .33%x $22%
Influence/Bvaluator
Support/Bvaluator ¥ ) . ™~ .
Influence/Host Sup?tvisor
Support/Bpst Supervisor =-.35%%"
Influence/Other Bost Staff -.22# .

Support/Other Host Staff

.

*Significant at the .1o\ieue1

* s*Significant ‘at the .05 level

.
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Table 3-10 .

SIGNIFICANT CORRELATIONS BETWEEN MEASURES OF
SUPPORT AND INFLUENCE AND'JOB DESIGN

Measure of Influence ™ Percentage . . - R
or Support RDU Formalization Marginality
Influence/Director - ¢ -, 40%* Natla =.34%*
. | Support/Director i .48%* 24% -
. - . S
Influence/Evaluator ' ) &L
Support/Bvaluatof . J39%% : . 30%%
v Influence/Host’ Supervisor ! ) 42%%
Support/HBost Supervisor e 29% %
- Influence/Other Bost Staff 43w ) 37A%
Support/Other Bost Staff «28%% T e .28%
*§ignificant at the .10 level. -
. **Significant at the .05 level.
' -
Il * I
* '
". [ ] -
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negatively related to influence from the project director; and formalization
3 v

of the role is positively related to influence from the project director and

groject evaluator. There are other.scattered relationships as well.

Ll

It seems that-]1) support and influence ;:e not. independent of job .
design (Table 3-10), and (2) flow of communication and support fcom the
central office staff will not necessarily diminish job stress for agents
{Table 3-9). In fact, they may serve to inc:ease some forms of tension,
~ pa:iicularly role conflict, . ~—

This f£inding indicates tha; it is‘difficulf to solve the dilemmas

inherent in managing the dispersed o:éZnization, evolve largely around

the problems éf developing effective éommunicdtion and shpport systems for

digggrsed field staff. Qfaviﬁq agéﬁts alone will, as Léu s and Sieber (1979)

have pointed out, lead to genérally unacceptable levels of local adaptation .
. in agent behavior and also to high levelganf anxiety among agents who want
A some af'f-iliation with their funding o:gas.:tion'. On the other hand, increas-

ing communication and influence may increase :01; cénflict, largely betause

the expéctations of the project staff are unlikely to be in complete accgid |
) with the expectations of others with whom the agent must interact. Although \ }

agents who are more influencednby'p:oject directors feel slightly more

efﬁicaﬁlous, they a:q_not-mo:e satisfied with their jobs. This finding

sugéests that role §onflict is an inevitable component'of tpe agent role, at
L}

least where there is some need to maintain centralized control over the

agent's behabio;. A . .
Can the 'p:oblem‘-of managing multiple sources of influence over the
v role behavior of field agents be overcome through job design? It might 222(
arqued, for example, that 2gents who spend a larger percentage of their time
" in the field agent role (anq concomitantly, a gpalle: percentage of their o
time in other host organization. activities) are more likely to be influenced

by the project director, and less likely towe influenmced by a host organiza-

tion supervisor or local colleague. .

In fact, Table 3-~10 reveals that, while the support of both project
director and project evaiuato: increases as the agent spends more time in the
RDU ;ole,.the level qf p:ojeci direotor influence éec:eaéés and that of local

_colleagues increases. Apparently, the more time an agent spends in the field
agent role, the more frequently he turns to nearby colleagues Yor advice. As
"others become involved as\ipfluencgs on the field aggnt's‘behag}or, the-,

influence of central project staff may be diminished. .

- 57 6
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}‘from the host supervisor is also ﬁzégiively relq;ed (r = ~.35). \}

*

While increases in local influence may make the manajers of dispefsed
fié&d agents uneasy (see the case studies in louis and Rosenblum, 1981),
they do have the zesulg of modestly decreasing the level of inferred role \
conflict. Influence of colleagues in the host organization is negatively
related with inferred role conflicé (r = =-,22), and support/communiq&tion

Support from the host organization ma{ also have a more indirect
effect on job-related attitudes of the_field agent., To foreshadow ﬁhe
analysis in Chapter 7, agehts who have more interaction with their host
supervisor and who are highly influenced by.thi supervisor and others 16 the
host agenciea are more likely to report high levels of professional develop-
ment qctiviti;s (r = ,26, ¢ = “38). Thus, agents wﬂo ar; firmly embedded in
a local support sy;;em may find that it ﬂas a more direct effect bn their
overall professional growth, even if it does not directly affect the ways in
which they feel about their field agent role. -

In summary, the analysis prgsented in this sqction suggests that
neither training nor éupport procedures are consistently assocliated with the
reduction of ij stress and increase in sense of efficacy. _Wg £ind no
evidence that limited, occasiconal trainiug p;ocedures such as those used in
RDU (which were, if anything, morg intensive than those typically,érovided to
educational field agents) have a significant effect on job-related attitudeh.
There is at least some indication that the support system may be of gredter-
lmportanc;; however, the analysis highligﬁts one of the major management
dilemmas for dispersed organizations—-the central office is often held

accountable for the behavior of field agents, but id many cases it has 1?58

influence than other more proximate role ners.i
[ 4 ! *
. W . '
o.
Conclusion -

In this chapter we have ex;mined the suppofi provided gy our data for
the use of three common managerial strategies Yor’reducing job-related stress
in field-hased personnel. We found that, with, the exception of "€Eaéhing
experience,” individual demographic characteristics and self-féported skille
do not discriminate systematically between lowet and higher Job stress for
agents. This suggests éhat selection strategy must take into conslderation
other screening criteria, and mn; still be only marginally effegtive as a
means for reducing Hob stress. We found, however, that a number of job design

« ¢
.

2 ) ] 5‘ .
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characterist“ics are related to some forms oé job stress. Both formalization -
and mrginality may affect the stress that accompanies role conflict, for
exazple, the former increases it while the lattez reduces it, Pinally,
therd is gome evidehce that a comnunication and feedback system may haye an
effect on job-related attitudes. More spec:lf:lcally,) increasing influence
from the project director may ‘increase stresas, while increasing sugggr.t from
. the host ozganization may reduce jt. While the findings presented in this
section are not overwhelming, they do suggest that attention to the design

and management of field agent roles should not be neglected in the development
of disseninat:lon netwbrks.f’\ . .
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" the district. .,

iI. we do not use the term marginality in its psycholdgical or social.psycho-
logical sense, as applied to individualp who are legs committed to the core

{avalues, norms, and activities of the group. Marginality can also refer to )

the characteristics of organizational or other social roles,. Marginality in
this sense can be affected by organizational choice. For example, one can
locate field agents within school districts or in organizations outside of a

district. This design feature clemfly affects the agents' affiliation with
b C

.
-y

2. Two_ other items that were intended to form a part of this scale were
eliminated because they resulted in reduced standardized alphas. These
ware: "I can learn':sz_skills andL'It has good chances for qetting ahead.,”
3. We attempted to measure role écrceptiong.of clienfs usiné geveral .tech-
niques. Pirst, we attempted to code interviews with clients usiifg the role
dimensions incluced in the inferred xole conflict scale. This proved to be
impossible because the interviews were not adequately directed at the, details
of client expectations for field agents. Second, we attempted to measure
distinct differences in client assessments of field agent performance in a
survey, but found that cliente daid hot?distinguish grectly between field .
agent performance on one set of activities or roles as opposed to another.
In sun, client‘reactions to field agent xoles are rather diffuse, and they

are not able to easily classify role expectations for these actors.

4. Reported and inferred role conflict are correlated with each other (r =
.30, significant at the .05 level). However, the correlation is not exceéption-
ally high, indicating that these are two rathér different constructs. We
believe that they axe different because individuals are likely to feel the

same levels of actual discrepancies in, expectations (inferred conflict) to
different degrees. However, it is iﬁ t to note that the two measures of
role conf&ict behave quite similarly f:i:a:espect to other variables in the
analysis. That is, even where both variables are not significantly correlated
with a thiqc variable, the direction of the relationship tends‘to be gimilar..
In addition, therenare no instances cf reported and inferxed role conflict

. -
"
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~ " CHAPTER NOTES (cont'd))
having opposite relationships with a third variable. Thus, unlike some
other social-psychological properties--such as prejudice--feported and
'> inferred role conflict may be thought of as tapping similar dimensions of the
individual's job-related attitudes, .

S. It might be pointed out that the data used in thisg analysis are weak in
’ some respects {e.g., the adents' gkills are measured by self-report, rather
_than objective measures or observation). Nevertheless, the characteristics
» exanined make gense from a policy or management perspective. Unless indivi~
~dual chaxacteristics can be easily identified th;ough non-intrusive interview
techniques, they may not be useful in selecting educational field agents.
The practical difficulty of selecting agents for particular characteristicg
was well demonstrated in the RDUF project, in which the g;pject directors
typically had much less® control than they would have liked over who was hired
to £111 the agent role§v In.gost cases, the hiring decision was made within
. the agency in which the agent,was housed. Agents were typiFally chosen for
‘reasons that had little to do w anticipated agent sguccess, such as avail-
apility. o ' ‘ ' -

6: In general the directors of dispersed‘Sield staff have little influence .
over the marginality that exists\eetween host organization and schocl. Thi

will be more extensively influenced by factors such as the amount of 1nf1 ence
the gite has over the agent, the hospitality of the host, and its xeputatio
amdpb'cllent schools. Even in the caee of project mirginality; design
influgnce will be largely inQirect. The case presented in Chapter 4 deals

e ﬁarginnlity. . .o ’

egtez Yely with the ways in which one project attempted to design qpructhfes:
to red

Y
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! CHAPTER 4 . ..,

- s \ ]

> . ‘. REDUCING "JOB STRESS AT A DISTANCE: A CASE
The NETWORK, an independent technical assistance agency located in -
\ Andover, !-iassachuset—ts, ixas had a’ long history of t?hinking about how best .
to link school.s with knowledge about Improveéd practices. In the course of .
designing and implementing the RDU project, the NETWORK believed that it -
had the opportunity to implement its ideal strategy -for °school change. 1In
the words of the execytive director, RDU would "bring™t all together--f£idld
agents, long-texm involvement, complex innovations, problen solving, capac-
ity building.” The RDU projeot was viewed as building-both upon the NET-
WORK's overall organizational mission and upon previous federally funded
linking programs the agency had carried out in recent years. In addition,
it presented the NETWORK with the opportunity to demonstrate its ability .

to coordinate a nationwide network of field agents and to provide them .
“

with appropriate resources to carry out their work. 'I‘his case presen
the story of how the NETWORK attempted to implement a system for supporti ’
h * +

: {
at distant pdints throughout the United Stated, and-how the NETWORK'Ss

training, coord’nating and monitoring six_,f*'leld agents who were locatec;
pectations for creating c ntralized approaches to managing the agents came to

founder upon the realities ? long-distance communicat on.
* According to David,Crandall, the NETWORK's director gince, 1969, an

. organization with jintegrity must have a: mission. .'i‘he misgion ¢ NET-
) WORK, v;hich is shared byé-its unusually committed staff, revolvé sund the
following beliefs: . . '

e that the power for change rests within the people who are .

to be changed: A -
’ e that schools can become more humane environments; and
e that the curriculum needs constant revision, and can be ot
reformed rather handily when resources are used effectively.
‘. Over the years the NETWORK has been ‘{nvolved with a variety of pro~ ,

grams tWat relate to this mission and reflect the belief structure of the
organization. At the center of each of these efforts was a person playing
& pivotal role--~that of acting as an external consultant to the school and
coordinating a variety of resourcesghassist the school in changing.’

Y . K ]

. ] . .
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In each of the p:og:ams, howeve:, one or more components of Crandall 8
st:ategy for changing schools was missing. In one, for example, the field
agents placed limited emphasis on the use of cutside resources for curricu-
lum change; in another, the emphasis on outside resOurces was strong, but
the problenlsolving process was externally imposed. In the most impprtant .
of the NETWORK'S recent activities--involvement in a State Pacilifator

project of the National Diffusion Network--the emphasis‘on *mags marketing®
‘and gchieving many adoptions of WD productgifrust:ated attezpts to engage
in building long-term capacity for change..

While the Request fp: Proposals to develop RDU projects did not *
specifically mention the role of field agent, it is not Su:prising that the .
RETWORK sﬁeff.saw this as an opportunity to implement th;i: idealized strategy
of the external coo:dinato:/consultant role. Thus, the proposal and 3esign
for the project featured field agents—-cafled “linkers® or *linking agents”--
as the key strategic intezvention, and placed great emphasis upon the‘dpsign
and management of "linker support systems®™ to ensure that these individuals
would .fundtion most effectively in their Jjobs.

In fact, the NETWORK did devote the bulk of its managegent EesOu;ces
toward the implementation of the linker support system during the three-year
LRDU project. In many ways, they were extremely successful, but the éath to
success was not an easy one for either the project or the linkers. The
purpose of this chapter is, therefore, to present some of the dilemmas
associated with the relationship between a central office and dispersed field

agents, and how this relationship affects she development of the field agent

role.

_ e ) '
g ?“-“; o

Project Context v i . . ¥ -

The basic organization of the NETWORK's project was quite simple. The

NETWORK served as a prime contractor, coordinating the activities of six field
. . e
agents. One of these was hOused at the NETWORK: the other five, in agencies

7

located in five different states. BEach of the agencies involved in,the p:oject
was an organization that had a :eputation for its involvement in nat{onal or
:egional dissenination activities. Moreover, each agency was, selected because
of previous pe:sonal ties with the NETWORK's executive di:ecto:, in order that
it would wo:k wall with the NETWORK, despite distances involved. The five sub-
cont:acting agencies_that




.. -

.® The Far West Laboratory for Educational Research and.
Development, in San Francisco, one of twelve regional
laboratories and centers sponsored by NIE;

&

e . The Educational Resources Center (ERC) of the Area
Cooperative Education Service (ACES} of New Haven,
Connecticut, an intermediate service agency that pro-
vides conttact services to schools in Connecticut,
basically in the area of information:

. .

e Project Link in the Kansas Bducational Diffusion/Dis-
senination System (KBDDS). housed in the Wichita Pub-
lic Schools, but a soft<money q;ganization involved
in state-wide dissemination projects;

® The Exchange at the Minneapolis Public Schools/Univer-
gity of Minnesota Tea?her Center;

e The federal grants.office of the Yakima, Washington |
Public Schools, a unit which housed a variety of cate-
gorical grant programs for the state of Washington,
including the Washington State Facilitator Project.

The design of the project called for two 'key roles to be filled
[ ]
ithin each agency. Together these two roles were equal to one full-time
Equivalent staff member. L\ . '

b
A linking agent‘forking at or near full-time was to be the primary

manager of the change process at the school level. This linking agent would
connect an average of four target schools ip the state withga pool of R&D
based packaged curriculum innqvations in reading which were selected and
. documented by the NETWORK staff, Working on site, the linker would ‘facili-
tate each school's efforts ko improve its curriculum. To this end, the
linker was to form a school deoision-making group, take this group through
& specified problem-solving process to idefitify curricular needs in read-
ing, and'help it select and adopt an RsD product from the pool‘of 41 approved
innovat ive programs. Followirg program adoption, the linking agent was tb
provide adopting teachers with implementation assistance and resources.
The linking agent would also carry out docunentation reporting as required
and offer practical help and support to other 1inKing agents.
In addition, a formally designated agency supervisor was to serve in

a part -time capacity (10-20% time) monitoring and supporting the work.pf the
linking agent. The supervfsors also gserved as members of a project Advisory .
Panel, which had responsibilities for overall project planning.

AY)
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. To coordinate and monitor linking agent hehaviors and perfor%tyce
across all agencies, several roles were established within the prime con-
tractor's office.at the NETWORK. These included: . -

4

e A linking agent training and documentation coordinator,
who was responsible for designing and conducting linker _
r training, for monitoring weekly linker reports and for
) using these reports %o assist linkers in developing each
school-level intervention strategy. (The title of this
role was later changed to linking agent support special=-
. ist.)

) e An evaluation coordinator, who was to design all project
. evaluation instruments, train linkers and target school
personnel in the use of these instrimehts, and monitor
the collection and interpretation of data. Project docu-
mentation was to be conducted primarily by linking agents
. * and was intended to provide information for linker moni~
toring and support. - s

e A resource/data management coordinator, who was to con-~
. solida€e information about _the products and furnish
linkers with information to help them and schools assess
. * . each of the programs available for adoption.

The only other significant role in the central office of the project wad that,
of the project director, who had little direct responsibility For suéervis-
ing or supporting linkers. Given the'zble structure of the project and the‘
description of z;;ponsibilitieS for each of these Eoles, the centrality of the

iinker role is clear.

Linking Agents: Thumbnail Sketches

Typically, the NE%QDRK uses intensive and rather formalized selquéPn
pfocedures in order to enSure that new staff members share the organizational

mission and are personally compatible with the work styles of the NETWORk.
In the case of the critical new project, however, the NETWORK.had no contfrol
over who would occupy the*stzategié role of lihker. Instead, the agency
supervisors had complete autonomy in choosing staff for the linking agent
poaiQiqnsZ In four cases the linker was chosen from staff who were already .
worklng within the subcontracting organizations. 1In the othgf, new hiring
was done, but even here the central project office had no input ihto the ’
decisions. Despiteée these apparently unpropitious circumstances, the linkers
were unusually well p;epared to assume the job, as almbst all of them had |
previously served as field agents or faé¢ilitators. Tha Yinkers had the |
=~ O T rollowkng§ backgrounds: ' 76 . !
y " : e
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¢ Debbie Benngttl was hired specifically for the project by
the Par -West Bducational Laboratory. Her ph.D. wag in
education, with an emphasis upon organization development
/ in schools. She also had previous experience in classroom
teaching and curriculum development, and had consulted with ’
a number of agencies and schools to develop programs in
humanistic education and equal’ edu¢ational opportunity.

¢ "Jim D'Annunzio joined the Bducational Resource Center in '
Connecticut less than a year béfore the project started, '
and had worked during that time as a consultant for the NDN
State Pacilitator project. His role was that of a facilifa-
tor for schools adopting early childhood education projects.

* Dr. D'Annunzio's background included several years of class-
room teaching, two principalships, work as a specialist in a
district central office, and a variety of research and proj-
ect management, positquz ig\the Connécticui State Department

of Education.

e "John Connell joined the REDDS/Link age in 1971 and had

worked in almost every dissemination andldiffusion program

in Ransas since that tfme. Prior to 1971, he had accumu- )
lated experience as a teacher, a curriculum cocordinator, ’
end & consu%:;rt, and had served ifgﬁnsively on the Kansas

NEA, includi a tern“as the .president.
¢ Laura Hanes, the Massachusetts agent, began her employment
at the NETWORK as a field agent for the NDN state facilitator |
project and also contributed to another Office of Bducation~- -
funded‘ﬂiffusiop Jproject, known as the Management' Collabora-
tive. Prior to joining the NETWORK she had held a number of '
managesent and field work positions for the Girl Scouts, and
had also s¢rved as a VISTA volunteer and an independent con-
sultant. {In addition, she had. accumulated some more formal
training group process and organization development skills
as part of} her previous work.
-
e Carla Jones\ was one of the youngest of the NETWORK agents,
with five yhars of classroom teaching experience and only
a year of experience working at the EXCHANGE, whire she was
« involved with the Teacher Center's paraprofessional train-
ing program. ' JIn this capacity, however, she had reviewed
and used a variety of materials produced by the Korthwest
Regional Laboratory for field agent training--Research utiliza- -
tion Problem Solving (RUPS), Preparing Educational Train-
ing Consultants (PETC), and others. Thus, she brought withr ' .
her some formal training relgvant to ‘the ne¥ role.

e Bonnie Vernier hpd served as a dissemination specialist for
the Washington NDN State Facilitator project for a yeat be-
fore she became a linking agent in the new NETWORK project. '
Bonnie had experience in managing and coordinating schools'
innovations, having served as a coordinator for a Title III ' g

project for gifted children in the Yakima school district.
She alsé had three years of experlence as a classroom teacher.'

%F% 67 ?,?h




As the project di:ebto: of the NETWORK's RDU project has commented:

Many ingredients critical for effective linking and school-
based change support--knowledge of schools, and how they work,
skills and experience working with people. to solve problems,
understanding of exemplary programs...and familiarity with
;he diffusion process--were present in the group of linking
agents.' & & , )

v oo . . (Harris and Harris, 1977)

The Planned Binker Support System )

. —
ThqiNEEwbnx's design for a linker sypport system.was based on exist- '
ing research knowledge about the tensions inkerent in a field or extension
agent role, and also'upon the manadement experience that was accumdlating
. at the NETWORK: s: ’ .
{We) predicted that the role being prescribed for the Linking : <

~ Agent...was one which would result in marginality with the
S client: the Linking Agent would be an external consultant’
with intimate, knowledge of the system. Purthermore, it has
. been fairly well established that for most people job sytis-
faction is inversely related to marginality: as marginality .
increases, job satisfaction decreases, and with it, often, .

job effectiveness. . ,

¢ (Harris-and Harris, 1?77)

L

The design of the linker support system involved attentjon to the .
linke:s' need for affective support to reduce this sense of marginality, |
,but it also included W significant component of instrumental support-- .
activities, 1nformation and assistance to help them Pe¥form their jobs
more effectively. The linkers' supe:viso:s in their own agencies were
supposed to be the primary source of affective supprt:

(These) agencies (had) the experience an{ the Yesources to
provide a nurturant environment--one whi could meet many
- of the needs necessarjily frustrated by the socihl distance
required of ﬁhe Linking Agent in the Client setting.

(Harris and Harrls, 1977)

- * , L]
The-NETﬂORK, on the other hand, seemed to the executive director to be the .
\\ apprOp:iate locus of instrumental suppo:t, and it was assumed that all formal

training and information assistance would be provided centrally. The design
called for a number of structured and activities to caity out this objective:

"
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to five days. The first these meetings, the "joining

up workshop," focused priifarily on orientation to the proj-

ect and a discussion of basic role expectation, in addition o

to training in such administrative details as reporting.

The firat and second workshops also devoted time to diagnos-
N ing linking agent needs, and providing training in consulta-
tion skills, gurriculum analysis and the field of reading
instruction. The content and methods of training were de- .
gigned by the NETWORK.staff. The latkr meetings focused -
. legs on formal training than on clarifying the tinking agent's

role. -

- ¢ Linking agent meetings, :Eibe held semi-annaﬁlly for three
a

e Linking Agent Support Specialist. In addition to coordi-
nating the semi-annual meetings, this individual was éx-
pected to sefve as a peisonal resource for the linkers,

. by offerbhg technical assistance on site, and individual-

: ized assistance by phone. ' The support specialist conducted

"circuit rides® to each linker twice a year, which included

' going with the linker to school sites. He also initiated st
. calls on a regular basis, and addressed issues tegarding -
. linker activigdes on site which came up in the formal re- -
. . portxng gystens,
. ® The ankxng Agent Tool Kit was not'part of the original !
design, but emerged toward the end of the first year as .
- a support tool. This consisted of articles and other

wrcitten products related to linker and client activities’
in the problem-solving process. In essence, it was a mini-
textbook of reprints.’ - )

¢

e Assistance With the resource p001: The pool of acceptable
resources for schools to"adopt was limited to 41 federally
funded curriculum products. The resource coordinator in
the NETWORK documented each of these products, and, created

. ) a.descriptor system to alybw linkers to access those that
would be appropriate for their client schools. In addition,
. the resource coordinator accumulated additional information -
and resources that could. be used to make decisions about ap- .
propriate adoptions.

The Linker Support System in Qperation )

- - \

Although the attempt at training began as early as the "joining up
. workshop”™ the HETWORK atagﬁ_guicklyhaea:ned that there was little consensus

as to what linke: training should include,, and linke: training was not as

eagsy or straightforward (or, they later decided, as critical) as had been
initially thought. HNor were the linkers as receptive to the attempts at 1
training as the NETWORK staff had expected., .

Q
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Iﬁ‘par; this was so because of the "deficit" approach to training
S ————

that characterized the NETWORK's initial efforts. The NETWORK's assumption
was that the linkers did not have the skills that were needed, and they
needed to be taught those gkills.

the dtatement by the aﬁoject director that he had originally viewed the

This attitude was revealed mostaclearly in.
provision of time for s ng ekperienceslbetween linkers only as the oppor-
tunity for "pooling ignorance." Linkers--particularly the experienced
ones--regsented this assumption. ’ .
The initial traiﬁing strategies desighed by the NETWORK emphasized
peer training by NETWORK employees who had served as field agents in other
projects. Before the formal skills sessions were held, NETWORK staff o
members both identified training needs (on the basjs of their past experience)
and determined the format and presentation. Ironically, while the ﬁETWORK's
prescribed problem-solving process for the schools involved participatory‘
approaches to problem identification and solution selectaon, their design
of linker training_did'not. Unfortunately, the RDU linkers did not neces-
sarily view the NETWORK staff as the legitimate provaders of\the trainang.
Nor did they look favorably on the planned "buddy gystem, " whereby NETWORK
linkers who were physically distant from one another would;nevertheless be

paired. In response to linking agent reactions, the focus of tpe semi-annual

meet1ngs shifted in 1977 from training to planning and peer support, despite
the project director's lingexing concern about sharing among linking agents.
"“In addition,'as it turned out, the NETWORK staff began to distover
that the linking agent% were having serious problems with the definition
of their role. This was something that. the NETWORK had never previously
encountered in training and supporting field staff, largely because of the
pervasiveness of Crandall’s qxpeqtations about organizational interventién
In additiqn, the NETWQRK

usually, relied on informal training and consultation betwéén new and ex-

and change in the value system of the NETWORK.

perienced staff méhberS-tovdecide how ainguous or new situations should be
handled., The far-~flung RbU agents, however, simply did not know what the
NETWORK expected of them and found it hard to get answers from anyone. Even
the most experienced and independent complained about the ambiguity of

expectatibns. . . . .

-
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“ Role ambiguity,and the lack of close personal ties between the

linkers led,;according to the project director, to another problem. He
speculated that, because linkers did not know what was expected of them or by
what standards they would be judged, they remained insecure and competitive
in group situations for most of the life of the project. The risk of looking
bad in training activities with their peers may have represented-still \*“
anothsr burden on top of an already demanding professional experience. The
fact that the linkers believed that the project director was making covert i \\
judgments about their performance perhaps added to their unwillingness to
open up in NETWORK-directed group training situations.3 Both the linkers“\\ﬁ
supervisors and NETWORK staff members observed that linking agents needed and
a wanted supervision and feedback, yet they reacted negatively when this came

from the central ofﬁice. .

A3 a result of the above conditions, the project leadership began to
put togethe"}he l6-step definition‘cf linking agent/school milestones, arnd

these became thewfocus of the next few semi-annual meetings of the linking
agentst(and the separately-held meetings of their sgpervisors). The¢£::j

to delelop the milestones was at that time, however, viewed as a side tiv-
ity and not a key component of linker training or management\procedures:

In general, the attempts of the NETWORK to provide formal trainfhg to
linkers c0ntinued to prove didappointing and were both resisted and resented
on the part of linking agents and their supervisors. Neither group appeareda
- Lo view NETWORK staff as appropriate providers of such training, bhoth because

“it was unilateraily planned and because NETWORK staff, presumébly peers in
"this linkage system: were not viewed as more 'expe‘!i in this regard than the
others. The NETWORK staff, on the other hand, clung _to their belief that

they had {or could easily develop) the capacity to provide appropriate

~

.. training. < .

This implicit conflict between the gozls of the NETWOhK and the
linkers actual experiences gradually shifted over the first year, S0 that by
'January of 1978, a year and a half into the project, the project director had
already made a decision to stress support and not training at the semi-annual
meetings. This change involved substantial reallocation of resources within
the project,'including the develgpment of the Linker Tool Kit, which was
'indexed to the T6 milestones for liq&ing agent/schooi relationships. By the

end of the project, the project director claimed that a major organizational




lesson that.he had learned was that linkers needed role1clari£icaticn'more

than traininé shether or not this "observation is accurate, it is clear that
the linkers were enormously disappointed with this aspect of the project and,
as a group, gave the NETWORK g training program the lowest average rating of

any of the seven RDU projects (Spencer and Louis, 1980). , .

) The support component of the centralized linker management system was
no less turbulent but, in the end, far more successful. The support services
were utilized, but were deened inadequate. Linkers complained about almost

i every, aspect of the formal structure that the NETWORK designed. Several of
the linkers, for example, reported that the "circuit rides" of the linker
support specialist were burdensame and useless, and did not provide timely
assistance with problems that occurred at the school site. They, alsc com-

plained that they did not need counselin§ {the background of the support

/ sggcialist), but immediate assistand®e with content=gelated questions about

-

reading. ' o -

In aedition, the roterafssupport specialist was vieeed as a barrier -
to gaining direct access to other human resourceg within the NETHORR. The
support specialist was usually the linkers point of first and last centact,
and he did not broker other resources for them. Several of the linking
agents used their own budge%s to hire consultants, ostensibly for the school,
but’also to help them solve role problems that they were endountering. In
addition, as linkers grew to knPw each other betfer, they began to seek each
other out rather than calling up the central office:‘ﬁhich seemed out of
touch with their immediate, practical needs. By the end of the second year
of sthe project, other linkers outstripped the central office as the most

important sou of assistance with the process aspects of their role (spencer
and Louis, 1980). The support specialist actively supported this trend
rather than fighting it, and by, the end of the project it seemed that Yocally
initiated and locally provided assistdnce predominated.

An unanticipated side effect of the attempt to provide centrnlized sup=-
port was an extremely burdensome reporting system. The logic of the NETWORK
( strategy was that, if the organization was going to provide timely assistanhce

* with site-related problems, it would need to know nhat the agents were doing.

~ Thus, for each contact t&at the agents had with clients, they were required
to fill out an extensive form, documenting preplanning actfpitres, what oc-,
curred, and plans for followup. Eﬁis documentation was required for gach

- - - n o= - P T R R - » - A g ,..,,.. -
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« Client contact;}}uding telephone calls. While some agents valied .this

:epo:tiqg systemfas a tool for managing their own actyities, most found it ‘
intolerable. ‘More 1mpo:;antly, the forms seemed to disappea: inside the
NE‘i‘WORKﬁ-they a14 hot :esu],t in p:ompt feedback,(even when they clSa:ly in-
cluded :equests for suppo:;t. The "NETWORK admitted its inabiIity' to use a * \
:eporé.ng system as hetm:ce fbr diagnosing linking agenb needs, and reduced '
‘the bu:den to monthlyg:epo:ting “forms by the middle of the project.

- Another suppo:t issue Ehat began to sutface ea‘rly in the program was

the poor articulation of the linke: superviser :ole. Int)’-:views with ,lmke:s
and linker supe:yiso:s indicate that neither really u‘n%s\teod what thei: re=-
lationship should be liké. In addition, there. was~ considerable va:iab.i‘lity.
in the nature of the :elationsh‘ip, :anging from almost d?:ily informal contact
a.nd consultation on :nosf: issues of strategy, to other sjtuatioms in which
Eom‘al cantact occurred only whe,n the linking agent believed that a p:oblem

might arise at the gite that could"Thave implicat:.ons fo: the image of the .

- agency. “Thus, while sone linkeri felt v/:y attached to their homeéncies,

-

t
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¥

¥
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others were more insecu:es In one case, the linke: :epotted that she was so
isol}:.ed that she r.a:ely had' any contact with othe: staff membe:s in th‘é R

. agengcy, outside oj:‘ :a:e( social chats with he: supe:vmo: if théy chanced to P
meet, in the halls.. By th.e end of thg p:oject, the li@kets‘ghad typicaliy man—
aged to crfate a wo:king !elationsh‘ip wi *he oxganizat:[on, and in alfcases
€hey stayed on staff; five moved into n field agent or consultant positions.

*

‘%

R

Howeve:, when they most needéd the suppo:t--ea:ly in the project~--it was not" i

LAY . ’

always clear that they had dt. . ‘
\/ The ewpport provided “by the knowledge base wg‘s both valued and .

the cause of great tensio'ns. The linkers found the assistance prov.ided by

the individual who managed the resourcae base extremely helpful, and valuetl
her suggestions. On the othef hand, they’ did not like. the constraints of ’
Wge basé, nor the unwillingness of the projct to consider

allowing schools to adopt alte:native cu::iculum innovations,sven where ' ¢

they were certified as valid and useful by some external evaluation p:oce-

»
dure. In the end, their dislike of the Kknowledge base po‘)l won out over
their pe:sonal iiking for the individual who had organized it, and they again

began to look for kiowledge resoutces elsewhe:’. " .
' * " .‘. b b ’
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Perhaps one of the sources ?f. support that was most highly valuef by .
the linking agents--but which was not initially viewed as a\dource of support
by thg NETWORK~-was the budgetary autonomy that was éiven to them. The dis-
cr tilize resdurces for the schoal without obtaining a‘ppr'oval was
2 pergeived 5}( many of the linkilng agents to be a key to their own .ability to
- cope with role ambigquity, lack of skills in some instances, and even the need
for professional develo;'xnent. Becz;use the agents mqnit,ored their own -budgets,
theyl were able kG determine whether a school would profit from a consultant '\} ’
_ other than them.iseivea, for example. A‘t the end of the project, a .key NE'I'WORK
- -"‘*\:taff member rgflected that they had deeply undereat':imated the ability .of the
linkers to make sensible choices fn,developi‘ng‘a support and professional de- -
velopment sﬁstexi. As,é radical alternative to ::he centralized appro&ch ;..aken
by the NETWORK, iht=.- posited that an.effective linker support: systen might pro-
vide initial orientation and ber:loc'iic': ;roup contacts, but allow l.‘tnkeza total,

%scret:lon in purchasing training, consulting or other resources that they

|
|
l
. "might need. o : /o , " .
|
|
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N\ The design of the NETWORK's "linker support system” was prem:laed‘on"’tﬂe

P P * fl

assumption that, because the organization h3d a great deal of experience in Lo
successfully enacl;:lng the f.:lelq ageni: or facilitator role, it could reasily

, mount a p‘entralizgé support system to provide for all of the instrumental and "
. 3 » » .
at}aat some of the affeczive needs of the widely dispersed agents in the RDU

4 , )
pro!ect. L iy v . ’ .

. The majoer wissues that arose in implementing t-:ys design emeXged from
.the ambiguity aBut what z&sii{;;;'ed "successful” behavior on the part of

i agents. , Bacauge the role was ambiduyous and poorly defined, the central staff
o~ had d:lfficﬁlt; jln aﬁ:iciéating the needs of the field agents, and the agents

had difficulty in relating the trainind\and support activities’to what they

... were doing--or thought they shoald be doing- ‘ . :
~ " The problemvo‘f ambiguity was at‘ least pa‘rtﬁlx :ei.iminated throu_gh the

- articulation of a job definition through the ':link

. eh:'g' wen‘i:_:pl\icated job deﬂngtion éoe‘s not remove all of the "fuzziness"

T, surrounding a marginal role like that of a fielg agént. Because the field

milestones.” However,

> - . ' ) . .
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agents felt very distant froﬁithe central office, and also believed that the
central office did not contain all of the resourceg that they needed to'per-
form their jobs effectively, they increasingly turned.to peers, their agency
supg?bisors, and other sources of assistance that were perceived to be more

dérnsible. As one staff member put it: . o~ .

~ . 4 - - ' » ..
Consortiun planners envisioned ,the central office as the pri- {

mary -source of help for linkers. Linking agelits would have
preferred the cestral office to asaist them to help themselves.
In addition to the role conflict that was engendered over thefissue
.of locus of eupport, job-related anbjiguity conditioned other types of role
problems. The agents tfnded .to believe that the project staff held unreal-
gtic e ations of ‘them--and also that they simultaneously did not value

[

the agentd' competence as professionals. This dincreased the tendency for—— - — -

agents t undcxreport "problems® or other issues in their work, and to
devalue the reporting system. Overt conflict over.the documentation expecta-
tions was one of the few areas where there was actually substantial disagree-

r

ment over how the field agents should use thelr. time. -
Agent marginality was highly varjable in the project. All of the
agents flelt distant from the central project, some, were deeply embedded in
their(host agencies, while others genuinely felt that they belbnged nowhere.
While all of the agents were reasonatfly successful in providing assistance

to the schools that they‘!.erved {see Louia, Rosenblum and Molitor, 1991)J

(P\\the two agents who did not perceive firm support from tﬁair home agencies

expressed more uncertainty about their -jab performance.' One of these agents
actually left to take anbther job in the same agency befqre the end of the
project. : .t ) *
=« The implications that, may be dra;n’from this case are several,
Pirat, 3pd perhaps self-evidently, the only way to avoid dysfunctional role
3mbi§ug§§ is to negotiate a clear definitiog of the field ageﬁt role. *
Second, '=ome marginality for dispersed gtaff located 1n other organizatious
is probably inevitabie, even where extensive efforts are made to comminicate.
Third, r:le ogcupants in ne;d of aysiatancg are more likely po ‘trn tb their
4

peers {who are not in a position to evaluate them) than\tn supervisors {who

are) qand this must be taken into consideratio when designing 2 support -

system.. Eourth, dispersed field agenta are more likely to value feedback
and supervision that is locally prouided than that whicb is ,provided at a




distance, at least where.the local supervisor is perceived as knowledgeable
and involved. ﬁifth, the design of training and support programs for profes-
ional staff that do not involve some participation in needs identification
and planning are unlikely to se well received, anq‘may be viewed as patron-
izing and degrading.’ Finally, the provigion of support and training ts

dispersed field personnel requires flexibility and adaptiveness in providing -
. . nultiple sources of affective and instrumental assistance through nmultiple :
qhannelB - - ) H - 4 -
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CHAPTER NOTES

. R L
1. Names of 2ll linkers are pseudonyms. ’

2. Dr. D'Annunzio left the projecq\hfter one year; his successor Rita
Wolk was relatively young—-in.he: late twentiegs. She came to the job
through her previous work connections with Jim D'Annunzio, with whom she had
worked, in developing evaluating early childhood educatio? programs. She

had no teaching experience. : .
* - ’-
3. The project director made some evaluative comments about the linkers to a

. group of external evéluato:s who visited the project in the beginning\of the
) second year of operations. These got back to the linking agents, and made
them extremely distruétful,of‘the NETRORK Btaff for some time. -
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. {INTRODUCTION . '

In this section we will ture to a new question: how do field agents
begin to negotiate and learn their role, and how do the school personnel whom
they hope to setve affect the evolution of the role? In Chapter 5, we .
examirfe this question from one perspective, relying on agents' self-reports
about their relationships uith'their'clientp,.and the patterns of \mutual
interaction_ and influence, while in Chapter 6 we present a comparison between

the observed behaviors of two agents within the same project, as they attempt- .

-\

éd to define their role by actually-enacting it. .
- Chapter 5 reveals several relatively clear findings. First,,while
agents tend to viel the inﬁunct;gn to "work through tie administrative
sh:ucture'.as a component of a f;eldastaff's ten commandmengs, patterns of
high gutual influence beeween agent and local site administrators appear to
increase the amount of rele atress felt by agents. Involvement with edmine
istrators (who t;plcaliy in the RDU program were. not ‘the ultimate intended
users of agent.information serJices) tended to increase the degree to which.
.agents experienced role overload and multiple, incompatible responsibilities,
, Second, the degree "to which agents perceivea themselves to be marginal
;o the 148al schools is also assoclated with job stress. However, %t has no
crelationship uith indicators of the effectiveness of role performance. Like
other findings presented in this volume, this suggests that job designs and
local gonditions that produce satisfied agents are not necesserily the same
as thoée that produce effect ive on-the-job pecformance. Pinally, there are
relatively s?rong findings indicating that agents who are more conventlonal
and "behind the scenes" 1n their presentation of gelf may be better equipped
to develop effective relationshfps with clients.

The case sun®aries in Chapter 6 expand)on this set of flnﬂings in
several ways. In pacticular, they provide more details on how the ways in
which agents present themselves to, and work uith, administrators may affect
the entire course of their work in a local setting. The case sunmaries )
indicate that it is not so much administrative authority, per “se, that
affegts | agent role performance. Rather, what is important is the negotiated
tole relationship apd understandings reached bethen agent and adminiptrator..

-
Furthermore, the conflicting role expectations portrayed in these cases may
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provide program nanagq:; with some sense of (1) how and when they might‘wish.
to intervene to ensure that pa:ticipatihg client agéncies understand the .
natute.of the role that afents are intended to play, and (2) the degree to
which these role conflicts are 2 function of the individual uncertainties of

. those who“ente: the agent ‘tole. ‘The major point of Chapter 6 'might be
summarized 1n noting that effective role negotiation between field agents and

client schggig_xnvolves some accommodation of expectations and preferences ou

v/ both sides: agents who choose to serve local interests fully will, in the
- end, feel greater stress than those who present their rb&eNmo:e firmly. .
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©LT ‘I'he}:uzpose of this thapter is to exhmine survey data f:om educa- ,
tional field agents to determfne how the quality of their :elationships uith .
schools and the attitudes which.agents have about changing schools affect
their success as catalysts fo:,change. In this chapter we confine ou:selves
to the ways in uhich agents perpeive thei: overall relationships with aa" .
"schools, rather than their spec fic functions or activ1t1es. The agents® -
:?lationships with schools and perspectives on change are examined in rela- '

tion...to three different kinds ofl outcomes:

-
- . -

. e the agents' jobrrelatdd attitudes; .
e, the’ adenEs’ pet fCepEIoRE Of program success; and
e client assessments of the quality of agerrt R .
g performance. ) 9
i :

.
4

The agents' :elationships with client schools can be defined by the

amOunt of gnfluence tha‘t school pe:sonnel have ovér the agents' behavior as

«gell as by the amount of 1n€1uence that agents have on the schools' deci- .
sions and actlvities. The high level of influence that, clients have over .,___‘
field agent role definition has often been noted (see, for example, Louis-+and

Sieber, l979) because field agents asually have more contact with client
o:ganizations than with the ceptral organization responsible fo: defining \
their :ole obligat.ions, it is felt that they may :ely on clients to help them
define what they should be doing. In addition, allowing client participation

in role definition is often perceived to increase the legitimacy of the

marginal agent :ole;t In tnlé chapter, we examine field agent reports about
the,deg:ee to which site administ:ato:s have influence’ ove: their behavior, “

“

to see whether the level of site 1nf1uence has any effect on the th:ee types

of outcomes mentioned above. . 4

We aleo analyze the ove:all level of field agent 1n£luence on sites, '

and the extent to whlch firld ,agents. pe:ce}.ve that théir 1n£luence is de:ived

froam each of the fi.ve es of power first described by Prench and Raven

" (1966) : , ~ . , oo .
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. "reward power," based in this case on the clients’ ,
perception that the field agent has the power to
” maediate rewards; 4
® “coercive power," PBased on the clients' perception .
- 5 that the field agent has the ability to mediate .
~ ®8 punishments; . v .
‘® "legitimate power,* based on the clients' percep-
.. tion that the field agent has a legitimate right
to prescribe .their behavior;
° referent power,' based on the clients' identification,
‘ or friendship, with the field agent; and
® ‘“expert power," based on the perception that the field
agent has some speciaI knowledge or expertise,
.o . X
The "bases of power" constructs have been used in a number)of
studies fo look at the way in which influence patterns affect job satisfac-

& tion and perfcrnance. Pbr example, War\en {1968) has shown that the types .
and effecxs of power relationships between principal d _teachers vary as a
function of the degree to which teachers feel their activitie;‘:?sauisible .
‘to their supervisor. Similarly, Organ (1971) has noted that for boundary
role occupants, referent power,.and occasionally expert power, #re more

* likely to be effective than reward, coerche, or legitimate power., This
18 due to the structuring of the rohe%elatibnship, which allows clients to .
withdraw from the relationship i1f poweﬂ 18 exerclsed too obviously {see also ,
Corbett, 1980). Finally,. Prudden and Reese t1972) found that the extent of
influe ce or power in a boandary-spanning role {salesman) 1is posittvely o
related to perceived per formance and satisfaction of the employee. Thus, .
while the extent of empirical examination Ofépower in the boundary-spanning
- role is limited, the results suggest that type and amoun} of ,power is a
scritical variable. ‘ .
We also examine €he impacts.of the agents' marginality vis-a-vis the .
. site-host pair. In}Chapter 2 thé-issue of role marginality was raised, but
P
d“‘

tha}.chapter referred only to marginality between.thg project and other
organizations (site and host).

-

Since these measures .were highly correlated,
‘ we have assumed that they both indicate the agents' marginality relative to
the prbject. Howeve:, our observation and Interviews suggest that an equally
] important faagtor is the agents margipality relative to their hogt organiza-
Agents who did not feel strongly affiliated with their host

the'lt jobs.

tions and@sites.

organizations pften met the greatest role stress in carrying o
7 »
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‘Finally, in thé chz‘:pter", we explore the w'ays in which the attitudes
‘that field agents have about the ghange process affect their relatidnships
with clients. Based on current lifecature (see Sieber, 1972; House, 1981;
Louis, Kell, and Chabotar, 1981), we have identified three key perspectives on

organizational change, whith are posited to affect field agent behavior: an -

individual incentives pers ctive; a4 political perspective, ahd a structutral
perspective. We classify the agents on the deéree to which they subscribe to
each of these perspectives, in order to determine how these orientations
,affect the outcomes described above . | :

' In sum, this chapter considers the effects of: L

e client influence over the agent'. behavior; . '

e field agent influence over schocl decisions .
and activities; - ! '

® bases of field agent power;
e .site-host marginaiity: and
e field agent perspectives on school change

on field agent job attitudes, field agent perceptlons of program sucqfss, and

*
client assessments of the quality of agent performance. The outcome measuces

are defined below, while the potential predictor vdriables are:descrlbed in

the analytic sections that follow. .

Outcome Measures: Job-Related Attitudes, Program Success, and Client Assess-
ments of Agent Performance . '

Job-Related Attitudes. The measures of Job-related attitudes used

in this stydy have aaready Eeen described 4n Chaptez 2. Brleflx, the measures
consist of fout indidators, one describing the field agent's sense of efficacy,
_ong; describing overall job satisfaction, and two pertaining to “role conflict--
are measure of tole conflict based on direct questions to field
agents, and an 1nfe£red meafure of Tole conflict, based on a comparison of
expectations held‘by different,role partﬁérs, as Perceived by the agent.
Agent, Percdeptions of Program Success. This measure reflects the

degree to which the field agent believes that.dlients feel the RDU pro- .

gram achieved '1fs objectives. The méasure is composed bf,four items:
’
e 1In your opinion, to what extent (on a five-point scale)

", would each®f the following individuals or groups cate

r the RDU program...a success? 'P
w, . l ~ - »
. - L] . L] 4
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.- diétrict—level administrators’
- site'gfincipal(s)
=" teachers on the planning team

. = teachers not on the planning team . .t

These indicators were added to form the scale, which has a standardized albha
reliability coefficient of .69. The data were obtained just prior to the end
of the RDU program, and thus can be taken as a reflection of the degree to
which the agents felt they had been involved in a task that was.worthwhile
from the clients' pe‘rs‘pedfive‘. . L

\In deneral, the agents reported quite high levqif of pegceived program
success at the site level. The most favorable impressions were reported for .,
teachers on the.*planning team; for these individuals, 30% of the‘field.agents
responded “"to a very gneJt extent," and if% . a great extent.” Less favor-
able impressions were reported for dfstrictflevel administrators; only 9% of
the agents said that district-level administrators belieyed the program had
succeeded "to a very great extent,” while 13% said these administratd;s felt
the prégram had'succeeded “to little or no extent,” or ™not at'all.J

Site principals were perceived to feel only slightly less positive

than teachers on the planning team (66% were reported to fall into the top
two categories on the five-point scale}, while teachers not on the planning
team were perceived to be nuch less enthusiastic about the prdgram.

Client Assessments of Agent Performance. Principals and teachers

were asked to rate the effectiveness of their field agents.on 13 dimensions,
using a five-point gcale rangtng‘f?bm "poor” to "excellent.® Questionnaires
~ere pailed out after the sites' involvement with the program had terminated,
The battery is repfoducedﬁin full in Appendix‘p. Samplepitehs include:

. -helpfulness in specifying, analyzing and diagposing our

»

' particular. problems or needs; . o

e helpfulness in locating alternative solutions fo our .
-problem; and . R .

® helpfulness in adapting the R&D program or materials
l to our scliool or district. - ?
-
N We originally intended to use this battery to ptodgce client
- assessments by s€;ge in the problem—solving process. Howevét, intercor-
relations between items yere so high that only a single scale could be
',';-'
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constructed. This was done by averaging the scores on the individual items,

so that for each scale the possible range was 1 to 5. The mean for teachers .
~was 3.5, with a standard deviation of .74, while for principals it was 3.8,
with a_rtandarq deviation of .86. “’ " *

2

' . In addition to this direct assessment 6f field agent performance,

. both teachers and principais were asked for their assessments of the progcess
through which the agents.had led 'them. Client satisraction with the process
was measured differently for teachers and principals. 'The principals, who
were generally more informed about the ful{ range of activities and érocedures
in each project's problem-solving approach, were asked a direct question’ .
about their satisfaction: . . 5

- d -

e Overall, how would you describe-your attitudes toward
g the kind of problem-solving activities that the team

. in your school or district engaged in?
&

Principals were asked to indicate their responge on a five:point scale

ranging from “"very unfavorable® to “very favorable." An additional question ~©

asked the principal to rate his ot her satisfaction with a number of sources ' o

of assistance provided during the problem-solving procesez the local school

team, the field agent, the RDU project staff, R&D product developers, and

other“bonsultants. These were contacts that most schools had during the

tourse of the project, and principals were asked to rate each on a five-point

scale ranginé from "not satisfied™ to "very satisfied."™ (See Appendix D for

a reproduction of the question,} The global item, and the five ratings of

service providers, were added to produce an index of principal satisfaction

with the problem-solving éroceES. The range of the scale was 6 to 30, mean‘

19.2, .with a standard deviation of 3.6. - .
Teacher asgsessments of the problem-solving process were more indirect.

A question on the teacher survey asked:

-
Ea)
" . * .

. B
. e A major feature of (RDU) is that it attempts to engage -
' school staff in p em-solving activities. In your
opinion, did the following activities take the appro= .
priate amount of time? ) ‘ —

| e
’

nip
-
-

identifying the most appropriate problem.or'needs;
- edtablishing criteria ?or selecting a solution;
- searching for an RsD based program or materials;
- selechion of an RD based program or materials;
. - planningtﬁor.implébentat#Bﬁ of.the R&D based program. __ L
Q .,:‘\ P ) ' -t ' * ) + \
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Each time a respondent indicated that the level of effo:t\fs? one stage pf
the process was appropriate, he or she

ceived 2 score of 1 other

were added to produce 2 range of 0 to 6,
3.2, with 2 standard deviatt?n—05—i-27- )

response was scored as 0.  Response
"The medn score for the teachers "

(The question is reproduced in its entirety in Appendix D.)

L] - <

* / »
\ The. Relat ionship between Field Agents and Sites ®

-

Measures of Influence and Marginality. Mea‘gzes of influence on the
field agent were obtained by asking agenté to rate site administrators using

a four-point scale':anging from "none" to "a great deal" on:

. , : . . s .

¢ How much influenGge do (the site administrators) have on
the nature of your activities as an RDU linker/facilita-

’ . tor? . \\’—‘,-— .
e How much influence do (the site administrators) have on

" the amount .of time you al}ocate to various RDU-related
activities? .

-
-

e 'How much feedback do" you receiye from (the site admin-
istrators) about how you are performing yout job?

.

-

Thege items we:e eummed to obtain a total influence scoPe. .

The means for the individual items and the_total index of site
influence over the agent are presented in Tanle 5-1. 1In order to £ac1litate
comparison of 51te influence and p:o;ect influence, the table also includes

‘p:eviously :eggrted responses for other major role-partnets (the project
director and host organization supervisor}. The table clearly reveals that
site administrators have significant influence over field‘agents, even
relative to tHe agents' supervisors. Of particular importance is the "
finding that site administrators are the major source of feedback to the
agent, and also‘the major source of influence over time allocation: It
appea:s that, while the ovelall stratgg&es and tactics of the agents’ change

activities are influenced by their supe:yiso:s, mote immediate influence

.
- -

accrues to the client., ° t

Agent influence'o§e£ the gsite was measured by acking the field .

agents to indicate, for a specific, :andomly Qelected school the "extent to
which I have influence over decisions and activities at this site.” .Ratings-.
we:e based on a ive-point scale, :anging from "not at all"’to a "very great

extent.” In addition, types of influence were measured by items lntended to,

" -

‘ \
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Table 5-1

7 g

X\

MEAN LEVEL OF FEEDBACK AND DEGREE OF. INFLUENCE OVER ACTIVITIES
AND TIME ALLOCATION BY SITE AODMINISTRATORS:*

-

\ -

-«

Mean

b1

. Mean Mean ',
. Level Influence | Influence Total
Role Partner of Over Over Influence
“ 1 Feedback* | Activities* Time#* " Index**
éqzé‘ndministrators A fgz.s 2,1 ® 2.6 7.2
. Project Difector 2.3 3.0 .. 2.3 7.6
Hpst Supervisor 2,4, 2.5- 2.5 “7.3
- \ ¢ »
. - L] " ~ -
*Sca1e3 ’ t . I /.
1 = None . e
2 = ALittle . -
3 = Moderate, . . » .
4 = A Great Deal s .t . .
[ ] ’ ‘

**‘I'he.index was computed by 4dding scores fon feedback, influence
over behavior and influence over, tinii
scores is from 3 to 12.

-

The, possible range of
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reflect French .and Raven's five “bases.of power": reward, coercive, legitimate,

gefengnt, and expert. The agents were asﬁed to rate the deggée to which thei
, had each type of influence in a :apdomlydselected specific site psing a,

<

five-point scale ranging from "nQt at all" ‘to "a very great extent.”
# The eight 1te_ included in_ the battery were subjected to a princéipal
components factor analysis in order to verify the existence ©f the £i%e bases

of power within the sample. Pive facto:s emerged, each'loading highly on a

‘single 1tem,c0::espond%ng to one of the bases of power: - . -
. . e I am viewed as someone'Who can influence whether B: not -
C ) RDU funds are allocated'io the site (coercive ,power). .
. ) . . e I'am viewed as someche who has the experience_ and back- ~ v
. ’ ground to be able to provide help in salving problems
' (expert power). _ , \\
’
- . e I am viewed as someone who can help them :aise the image
e "* and performance of the district (reward power).
2 o gl am viewed as someone who has a right to influence their )
~ . decisiéns because of my position in the RDU program
' (legitimate’ powe:). . . .
/ .
~ . . . ‘@ I am viewed as a friend vhom they would like to please
. (refprent power).
. ) I - . .
. BEach of these {5 used as a single item in the analysis. ° o . '
. On the whole, the f£ield agents believed tpey had moderate influence
. s over their &tlent schools (see Table 5=-2). Congruent with Organ's (1971).

hypothesis, agents viewed themselves as geherally iacking in both coercive

. powe: and legitimate powe:.. However, the hypothesis that they would be high
on referent power .is not supported. Their greatest sources of ijfluenCe over |
the sites appear to arise from expertise and :ewa:d-powes. L

The measure of local marginality--i.e., ma:ginal{ty vis=-a-vis the .

gite and host ofgan!zatign--was introduced in Chapte: 3. Briefly, the

measure is hased'on the agent's graphic :epresentatioh of his or her bosition

:e}ative to the host organization and a typical site. r (The full item 1s'

included in Appendix A. See also Chapter 3.) : :
Analysis and Findings. site influence over the field agent may be

inevitable-ipa:ticularly for the agent who is involved in relatively 1ntens1ve

5

relationshipa with clients ‘over a long period of time. It is not beneficial,
however, from the pe:spe&tive ot lmproving the agent ) jéh attitudes or effective~
. ness. Agents who And%gated highe: levels of 1n£1uence by site administrators

.
- ™ " -
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5 =-To'a very great extent

4.~ To a great extent
3"~ To some extent

2 - Tq aflittle extent

1 - Not at all .

i ’ ‘e g ( 1 ’ .
i : v ,
. v ‘ P o P . .
, . y Table 5-2
. . o * )
o MEANS AND srmmnﬂ‘bzvnrms FOR MEASURES-OF
. . PIELD AGENT INPLUENCE OVER THE SITE .
L. \: . :
Influen.ce/Ba'se of Fower Mean* s.D.
. t * . . ’
1 M
Genéral Influence -t ~ . 3.08 .85
\ . .
Coercive Power ’ ' 2,74 ¢ 1.
Expert Power : 3.7 .76
Reward Power ] . 3.15 .71
Legitimate Péwer + 2,74 '1.06
. N
Referent Po!rer: " — - 2.84 +S1 ~
- ’ ~ o L
*Scale: - ) .
’ -
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~problem-solving process as was intended by the program, {(This problenm is

.
- ] -n

- . ’
» L]

also indica)ed a lower 8ense of efficacy (r = =738}, lower levels of program
success (r = -.43), and higher levels of inferred role conflict (r = ,49) .
{see Table 5-7 at the end of this chaptery. In sum, influence is apparently
tantamOunt to interference, and on the basis of inéerviews ;ith agents, we
may hypothesize that it cccurs in situations where site dministrators are
unwillingato allow the agent (and the teachers) to inplement a tqam-based
well illustrated in the case of the" field agent described in Chapter 6.)

The field agents' report of the overall amount of influence they

Have over their client schools does not correlate significantly with any of
the outcome measures. Moreover, there are few significant relationships
between these outcome measures and the agents perceptions of what glives them

influence over the schools--i.e., theit bases of power. Whab these relation=-

ships seem fo suggest, howeyer, is that high levels of any sort of power tend
to be accomgenied by greater job stress (Table 5=3).

FPor example, both coe€rcive power and referent power ate assoc1ated
with Jhigher levels of inferred role confllct {r = .47 and .30), and coercive

.power is also related to higher levels of reported role confllct (cr = ,31}.

-

Reward power is negqtiv%iy related to job satisfaction Ir = =_61), and .

M"madEe_rent power is negatively related tc the agent s sense of efficacy {ir =

=-.25). T'The relatlonships between bases of power, sSutcess, and client percep-

tions of the agent and the process are not 80 consistent. Reward power

and legitimate power are positfvely associated with ,success (r = ,25 and’
.38), and reward power is also positively related té teacher satisfactlon |

with the progess (r = ,35), However, legitimate power is negatzvely related +

to teacher satisfaction with the agent (r = = 26) .

Since the findings are rather sparse, our conclusions must be some-

-
-

what speculative, though they are also supported by interview data. In
general, the findings suggest that the best survival mode® for agents who
wish to influence their sites is not to exercise any cne type of ppwer in any
strong degree, but rather to use all the bases of power to a "more modest extent.
Bow does-perceived Lnfluence of the site over the agent relate to the
ageént's bases of power over the site? It might be expected that agents who

LI |

perceived Bite administrators as exercising strong controls over their behavior

:
- . - -
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Table 5-3 ' ) ‘ "
- . . ..
BSIGNIFICANT CORRELATIORS OF BASES OF POWER WITH “JOB ATTITUDES, *
PROGRAM SUCCESS, AND CLIENT ASSESSMENTS OF AGENT PERFORMANCE . ’ . *
. r
" .- bl . . ,
] ’ , . |
. Inferred |' Reported | Percelved | Tealhar Satls- | Teacher Satis- Frinc'ip,cl gat{s-| Principal Satis- .‘\
.Type of Pov‘i *Job Sense of | Fole Fole Program factlion with faction with faction with faction with |
. | Base Satisfaction | Efficacy | Coriflict | Confiict | Success Process Ment Process Mant |
’ 1
Coarcive . . . . 1
Power ATee 3en . |
- ’ . ) i
Expert 7 . . o, f ;
t Lo . © . |
. . . . |
O Reward . . " .
P Power 1 LU . .25% 35t . ] 4
Legitimats - . . ) -
Pover ’ - 3844 ~,26%
- . |
- “ - . !
Referent . -, 25¢ .30ee . . . . |
Power . |
" . ) ‘
- ) b t .
L . _ 1‘
= - N } > _‘
A *3ignificant “at the .10 level. P L |
] L - - h L] ;
« 7, *Significant at the .05 leval. . . ;
t . ! Ly . . . ' i
\ S - S
. - : |
: 1
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might have adoptéd less(obtrusive and threatening bases of influence, such as
referent power, or expert power. Bowever, the only significant correlation
between site influence and a power base is with ctrcive power {ct = .24). ‘
Thus, it might appear that agents and sites could easily become locked in
sPover struggles, where site administrators attempt “to turn externa% agent ,
r activities to their own agendas, wﬁile agents reiterate their abilities to
withdraw services if fhe site does not conply with the requirements for

™\
participating in the organization's sq;;ice program. In fact, however, this
y N

sort.of'situation rarely occurred.
. Local marginalitg, the last characteristic of the agent 8 relation~-

ship with sites, is predictfve 6t all types of agent job stresa\ The relation~ ,

ships are, however, not.totally‘conexstent {(see Table’ 5—7 at .the end of this - ‘

chapter}. More marginal agents reported lower levels of efficacy (r = -.25)

_and job satisfaction (r = -.22), but 1essﬁfole conflxct {c = -.39 for 1nferred

conflict and -,57 for reported conflzct) We also gind a strong cluster of,

re1nforc1ng job—related characteristics--marginality has. a_strong negative

telationship to both role conflict and cdercive power, while role conflict

. and coercive power ate posxtively associated. These flndings, in conJunction v
with agent interviews, lead to the conclusion that local marginglity is quite
funqtional both in reducing a major source of agent job stress, and in reducing
agents attempts to manipulate sites through control over the f£lqw of funds
and resources to client schools. Harginaliﬂ& is also positively associate
with the agents' perception of reward.power, the only type of égqnt influence
which modestly predicts positive site evaluations of the'agent. )

Agent Perspectives and Strategies * -, DN
- . - - ‘ = ¥ .
As we have noted above and elsewhere (Louis,\kell and Chabotar, )
1981), the ways in which individuals who have responsipilities as change )
agents view the change process will have major implicationg for thé‘5trate-
gies that they select to carry out their-rolg. Siéber poihts out- jo ) b
As one scans the factics that are pursued in bringing ’ !g;ﬁ
about focused change in educational systems...one, is e ,
struck by both the wide variety 6f approaches and by , '
the high degree of confidence displayed by proponents ,
of each different technique...the many approaches...can
, be subsumed under three basic strategies, each of which -
is rooted in a particular image.... . < "
’ / (Sieber, 1972, pp. 362-363) e
i 1 h ]

El{llc 'y . 92 7103& . " '1 -




Sieéer goes on to define the strategles associated with each set of personal.
images, but he is ambiguous about whether a change dgent's strategies arise
' from the agent's views on the school change prccess; or whether the agent
developa'a coherent set of images to correspond with his or her preferred
sﬁrategy. Our own position is that the belief system, or personal 1magery,
that individuals bring. to the task of organizational change will condition

their willingness to select various strategies for supporting or stimulating
change. Thus, 15 gome sense, the personal imagery of the field agent is a
surrogate way of looking at the overall "game plan" which field agents are

\ likely to adopt. : _ .

. . Through focused but unstructured interviews with field agents and
school personnel we have identified three different perspectives about what
is of primary importance in accounting for the outcomes of any activity or
events in schools. The first of these images 1; the structural perspective.

This perspective emphadizes the social structure of the school as a formal
+ organization and’ the ways in which tQis nust be altered in order to allow

|
change to ‘occur. A second dominant perspective is the.individual incentives i
Eérsggctive, which emphasizes individudal needs,. incentives, and disincentiveg ’ |
' fot change. 'The final significant.imagery is the political perspective, -
which emphasgizes the need to understand--and manipulate~-the bowe:lat:uctu:e‘

of the school in order to implement change progtams. f
\ Bach of these images clearly suggests strategies for change. 'Thus,
. for example, we would expect the agent who believes in the 1ndiyidua1 incen-

L —— tives perspective to spend more time working through individual acceptance
and participation in decision making than one who believe;hI;DEhe political
perspective. Similarly, a structural appzoach.might emphasize developing

' a plan for how a new curriculum package would affect the,job definitions and

informal social structure of the school {e.g., teacher time for socializing

and exchanging information) while the political orientation might attempt to .

look for the interest groups that would be the biggest barriers to carrying

out the implementai‘cn,plan. * Ly

The major qﬁestion to be addressed in this section is whether the
field agents' images of the change process are related to their own job
attitudes, their perceptions of program success, and -their clients' assess-

ments of their performance.
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Measures of’PerspectiveE'on Change. The perspectives were‘measured

by asking the agents to complete a set of six forced—choice .Guestions. Each

question paired a statement reflecting one of the pegspectives with a sfate-

ment reglecting another perspective. Each time the agents made a choice,

.theY were given a score ofvl for the orientation that they cdhose. Thus, the

3 o
po:sible range for each orzentation was between 0 and 4., The statements for

each perspectiVe.were-

) .

e Political perspective *

Competition between "interest groups® in schools is a
major barrier to change.

Understanding the actual power structuze of the school
is the key to desigiing successful change efforts.

The first step in deVeloping a change strategy for
schools is to assess the current coalitions in crder
to mobilize positive support and anticipate possible
backlash from powerful groups.

If 2n innovation can be made to appeal to the most .
powerful individuals or groups in the schools, then (
change will occur.:

e Individual incentives perspective

e Structural persﬁective

+

Lack of individual skills and knowledge appropriate
td the new .innovation is a major bdrrier to change.

Understanding the individu2l reeds and concerns of
staff members who may be affected is the key to de-
signing successful change efforts.

Resistance to change by individuais is the major
reason for failures of most change programs in schools.

EffectiVe change in schools requires that individuals y
internalize the need for change.

-
~ -

3

Pocor management and coordination are the most impor-
tant barriers to effective change in schools. -

Effective change in schools requires critical evalua-
tion of existiﬁg toles and activities.

The first step in developing a change strategy for
schools is to assess the level of school-wide re-,
utces, such as group problem-golving skills.

If the way in which jobs and responsibilities ace de~-
fined in a school can be made suppertive of a new in-
novation, then change will occur.

-
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The means and standard deviations for dach perspective may be found in L.
Table 5-4. . ' '
In addition to th;se direct measu:en‘of pe:spectiven on change, we
also used the measure of field® agent innovativeness as a surrogate for the
degree to which the agent.is likely to choo;;\ﬁighly vigible, novel, and
creative st:ategies for initiating change, versus low‘keyed, facilitative

st:ategies. This measure was introduced in Chapter .3, where we a:gued that
innovativeness is an individual cha:acue:istic that is likely to affept job
satisfaction and role conflict. Be:e we use fhe measure as an additional,
. 1indirect indicator of the aggnt 8 strategy. Support for viewing innovative-
ness in this way may be found in its correlation with ether strategy measures.
It is positively correlated with both a political pe:spgstive {r = ,22) and
'

*an individual incentives perspective (r = ,30).
Analysis and Pindings. Perhaps the most outstaﬁ&ing finding :ega:d-

ing the different pe:spectives,on change is a simple descriptive one: field

agents overwhelmingly eschew a political strategy for creating change, one

which emphasizes power yroups both as facilitators and as potential blocks.

By far the greatest consenshs.among field agents is a preference for an

individualized approach to change, which st:?sses working through individual },

mot ivations, concerns, and reactions. Not only is the mean preference for

this modus operandi highest, but the variance among agents is extremely low

(see Table 5-4). ,
The p:efe:ence for the individual incentives apg‘oach is not surpris-

“

ing. As Deal and Nutt (1980) have ngted, it is the popular - approach for .

most educators: . - i . *

Many administrators £ind individual personalities--although
] complex and volatile--easier to understand than the dynamics
- of complex systems such as ‘schools and school districts. ’{They)
often overemphasize the cohésiveness and rationality of the
system and their own ability to control...the activity &nd-
sentiments Lf others. >
The emphasis upon the individual incentives strategy for creating change has
been critiqued elsewhe:é {see Louis, Xell and Chabotar, 1981) where it has
been noted that this strategy ignores the importance of the formal organiza-
tional structure of schools. It should be noted, however, that the field
agents typically supplemented the preferred individual app:oqéh with a large
dosq of the structural approach, whicﬁhanvolves understanding roles, inision

of labor, and rational organizational planning processes.

EKC . , . o5 _
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Field Agent . ,
. Perspective . . Mean* .5.D. o
Pd
\ |
Political Perspective .88 | 1l.21 . - *
. . Individual Incentives 1. 2.7 .78
. + Perspective ' '\
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Does the lack of Bympathy toward a political strategy represent an
imbalance in the *bag of tricks® that field agents use to create an appropriate
environgent&for change? As we shall see below, the answer is a mixed cne, .
but, on.the whole, we may conclude that agents might profit from a greater
recognition of how.power sofksqin formal organizations--and how_thé change
agent can plan to use the power system to facilitate participation and

]\
rational planning. . ‘
Simple correlations between the several dependent variables used in
this chapter, and'the measures of agent perspectives on change are shown ‘
in Table 5-5. s‘quick scan of this table reveals one clear finding: innova-
tiveness is cle;rlg related both ta the age \ ' perceptions of progranm
sucpess and to the clients' assessments o field agents and the program.
Again, we view this as confirmation of the assumption that this psycholegical |
characteristic is reflected in the actual change strategies that an agent

chooges to employ. Overall, an 1nnovative orientation on the part.of the ¥

agent has a neqgative impact on’'principal and teacher satisfaction with the

* RDU process, and their assessments of the helpfulness of the agent. It also

relates negatively to the agent 8 own job satisfaction, as was hoted in

Chapter 3. Bowever, somewhat unexpectedly, fieid agentp with inn vative ¢
orientations are more likely to pérceive that the RDU project a success
r

at the school level. o

- ' ’ The direct assessments of perspectives on change have more scattered
relationships J&th the outcome variables. A structural perspectivé on thé
part of .agents is positivgly asgociated with job satisfaction; and an indivi-
dual incentives perspective is weakly related to inferred role conflict; bqt
none of the perspeqtives i8 related to sense of efficacy or reported rple .
conflict. . . . “~ . ) ' .

The more pronounced the individual *incentives orientation of the
‘ 7

.

agent, the more satisfied teachers are with the process.” This is probably a*
result of the fact tpat an individual incentives model is more teacher-centered
than the'other two (see also ghapter'7). A political perspective on the part N
of agents, on the other hand, has a negative relationship with- teacher .
satiafaction with’the process, but is positively associated with principal
satisfaction‘with the agent and thi’procesa. Since the political otientation.
s gssociated with strategies to use the power structure’ to achieyg change,

»
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:. an agent holding such views would be very likely to spend more time with
administrators than teachers, thus causing these results (see Louis and e
Sieber, 1979, for additional data to support this). : 3

~ In addition to the simple correlational Ana&ysis, canonical correla-
tions\Here computed to examine the total effect of the perspectives and
innovativenesa as a group upon client assessments. The first canonical .
correlation of .47 was significant at ther.005 level (see‘ghble 5=6). , i

The canonical correlation coefficients indicate that, innovativeness and a
political orientation®are the most powerful variables in predicting client
satisfaction. Specifically, to repeat earlier findings,.innovativeness \
relates negativelg to all four measures of client satisfaction: the political . \
perspective relates positively to princip#l satisfaction with the agent and |
€he process, but negatively to-teacher satisfaction with the agent.
r The f£inding that innovativeness has such a consistently qQegative .

relationship with client perceptions of field agents is not necessarily
cbnsonant with all of the jiterature about desirable personality character-
istics of change agents. It is, therefore, useful to speculate a bit further
ahout the neaning of this relationship. First, it may be noted that the

* concept of inno;ativeness includes some characteristics that are thought to ;
be positively~associated with effective change agents--flexibility, and the 1
ability to be self-reliant. On the other hand, it also incorporates other |

"attributea that may be less compatible with effectiveness as a linking .
agent--namely, originality and being inquiring. FPield agents in the RDU

. program were often expected to be both innovative and able to fade into the
background--an expectation that is probably unreasonable. )

In sum, if one examines the roie of the field agent, the need for
low-keyed, dependable, cooperative, and industrious behavior is clear. This
is evident not only from the statistical findings presented here, but also

. fron the interviews with both field agents {who emphasized the low-keyed,

. non~initiating part ‘of their job as a key to sqccéssL,and clients (who
praised agents for their ability to chair meetings and to organire support,

_'but‘ggg for their imagination or originality). : While the need for non-innova-
tive personality characteristics may be particularfx critical in the case of
external change agents, whose legitimacy to introduce novel or original ideas
maflbe suspect, we tead to believe that'even for the inaide change agent »>
self-reliance or o iginality is less important in creating a mandate for

L]

change than coopera veness and,stebility. . . ‘

‘~ < ' \ 111 - -
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Overall, the.findings suggest that the perspectives an agent b:ings *
to the :elati?nship with clients have an 1mpact upon both ent's assess- .

ment of his or her effectiveness, and the clients' assessments. -Bowever, the
anly‘ELSEE_pattefn that emerges, from the analysis is that agents who are
highly innovative in their o:ientation dre less likely to be pleased with

their jobé and also less likely to gain the suport of teachers and principals.
The scattered quality of the :elationships between other independent and
dependent measures indicate that diffe:ent pe:spectives may work well in some
settings, and with sOme role groups, and less well with othefs. Thus, we are .

led to the tentative conclusion that there ig' no one strategy that is parti-

cularly effective {or ineffective) in schools. Rather, the :elationsﬂﬂb .

Conclusion

between agent and client is p:obably much more complicated and dependent upon

local features. Based on our case mate:ials, however, we believe that the

sparse findings emerging from the quantitative analysls of relationships -
betwqﬁ' site and p:ojedt are more a reflection of tne difficulty of capturing \
these elusive relationships than of their actual sxgnificance. The compar- )
ative case gsummaries that follow explore in greater detail the ways in which \\

role conflict, ma:ginality, and perspectiveg on how to negotiate a role as’

change agent affect both job-related attitudes and performance.

- ! i \

A
4

In this chapter we have explored the ways in which the field agent
and client :elationship affects some of the agent's job attitudes and the
clients’ assessment of the agent. The results presented are somewhat scat-
tered: there are only‘a few glear patte:ns that' emerge. As a conseguence,

it is important tq sutmarize those donclusions that seem most important. -

Pirst, Latte:ns.Of high mutual influence between the agent and the
local site administrator cah apparently p%oduce significant job stress for }
field agents, particularly whe:e site admipist:ato:s exercise high amounts of

control over what agents do, and agents :espond by attenpting to use thei:

. control over desi:ed~:es0u:ces as a mechanlsm of obtaining cliqnt conformity

to program or organizational objectives. qgents who are able to exercise
influence over clients in multiple and mo:e subtle ways run into fewer

' . -

problems. . ’

4
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Second, any'client—agent relationzhip that 1nvoives high levels
of influence raises the level of role conflict for the agent., The best ﬂ&y
to reduce role conflict may“be to pay more attention to negotiating and "
élarifying the role with sites. When agents see clients as significanglpole
‘referents, they can approach the role clarification issue héad-on and possibly .
resolve it more easily. . "

Third, local Warginality of the agent is found to affect jobtrelated
attitudes and roiz conflict significanti&, but it has only minimal effects ‘

upon client satisfaction. Thué while marginality may not necessarily be

good for the individual, there is no 1nd1cation that it is dysfunctional for

role performance. ;

;N Pinally, agents“whp are innovative tend to be negatively regarded ,

by clients, and a1§9 tend to leave unhappy impressions of the va}ue of the
problem-solving process in both teachers and principals. However, in general,

. the strategies that are most effective in securing teacher satisfaction are
qditg different from those that promote principq} satisfactio@. Principals
prefer agent stFategiez that recognize the power stPlucture of the school and i
take into consideration the need to manipulate various interest groups.
Teachers, n the other hand, respond most pc;gsitively to strategles that
emphqsizo individual neéds and incentives. I ents, apparently, must adopt a

- balanced aPProach 1n'order to please all of the actors_in a change bzog:am.

” «
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) 4 . CORRELATION MATRIX FOR VARIABLES USED IN CHAPTER 5
. . .
. ‘ " . ! "
. variables” 1 2 4 s 3 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
L]
: -
1, Sense of ° > . .
—Efficacy - 2
2. Job .
Satisfaction =.01 - i -
3. Inferred - v
. mlsomfuct =0 .u - ! /[
4. Meported R 0 .
Pole Conflict 07 -.09 Lot - 1 _
5. Teacher Satis- - \
| faction w/hoents =.04 / =11 -
- 6. Teacher Satis- - - . AN Y
faction w/Processs .03 - 28%  .1) - i
T. Principal Satis-" )
(23 .11 , =.09 P Ll 08 -
8. Principal Satis- .t .
faction’w/Processs .18 =.06* «27* 17 75 -
9, Farginality -
(site/hoat) ~.2%  =,22  =.39%% .57 -.20¢¢ -,07 -.10 -.19 - '
[y 10. Perceived Frogyam ' R
S Buccengs L43%¢ <10 =11 -.18 b .18 - .
11. Individual h
. Perspective «00 OB «23* 09 -.09 «20% ~,12 .11 08 -.17 -
X
v |12, Folitical .
Perspective -, 04 -, 14 -,20 =.15 .11 —.2800 260" \24% -,04 .14 -, 48" -
1). Structural I - . , K
Parspective -,05 280 08 =,00 «08 14 -, 19* -.02 17 «04 =07 - 5)ee -
. 14. Innovativeness .
.12 -.25¢ -,05 *+ .11 -, 2800 ., 170 -eJ)* 2, 3]0 =05 (30" =_18 «22* -y 16 -
i5. Site Admin. Influ- - [T
ence ::n Aent -.Jo%* .13 498 .05 -,08 28 - 07 02  -.04 -, 43" L3010 T g - 2700 -
16. Cosrcive Power * + - 5 .
-.09 -.0) A7 31t -,10 .03 -,21 03 =, 3]0 +00 .12 03 -.1% -.07 224"
rl‘.r. Expert Power . ' . i
.15 -11 -.01 07 20 +19 07 20 ' =.10 02 .06 -.26* gddee .20 06
18. mevard rower ' T N i ] . L
* . =.18 -.51%* 03 .05 «20 LJ5%*  -,09 .01 34 e 25 - Jqe .19 19 16 =19
19. Legitimate power -
! 17 N\ =.18 «12 -.07 - 26" =-.00 =,10 -.17 .13 Jatr -, 05 +1) =413 JJI8%  -.14
20. Mfsrent Power L . . ¥
B * =25 =03 Joer L4 -.00 .09  =-.08 -05 =03 +=,1) 23 09 =300 1§ 07
- v N
eaignificant at the .10 level. .
. ) ~ wegignificant at the .05 level. .
ot all correlation cosflicients cduld be cal::ulatod !'or thess variahles Awm to dlﬂmnct: in the ‘ .
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_CHAPTER 6 .
NEGOTIATING AND LEARNING THE PIELD AGENT ROLE: TWO CASE SUMMARIES
- *
Richard 0. Carlson _*" ’

The following case summaries illustrate some Qf the dilehmas for
field agent-client relationships outlined in the p:eﬁﬁous chapter. The
cases exanmine in detail the ways in which the client 8 expectations and
attempts to influence agent behavior condition the st:ategies that the agent |

akes in t:ying to create change. They also illust:ate how agent strategies j
3 4 dealing with schools affect their ability to in£luence school clients, ' . ‘
::ticula:ly administrative gatekeepers. While a majo: emphasis in the case|~
" summaries is on the piwblems that agents have ip learming or establishing the
new role, the learning that takes place for agents on the job is la:gely
through the process of negotiating the role with multiple role pa:tne:s,
including local staff, t -

14

Sara EBdwards . .

I3

' §a}a Edwards joined her agency as a 'linke:'kin the summer of 1976,
just as the RDU p:ogram was getting under way. Her extensive experience
in the £ield of education included serving as a :ead}ng teache: in the public
schools, Supe:vising full-time intern teachers, and teaching cou:ses in the
. -oollege of edu étibn-at\the local unive:sity. At the end of he: first year
cn the projett, she recelved a Ph.D. in education with, a Specialization in

curriculum &and supervision. Sara was selected over othe: applicants Eo: the

linker ition because of her background in the area cf teaching reading and
4becausd she had p:eviOusly had contact.:ﬁzh some of the gyhools where “she
wOuld wo:k, either while collecting data for her dissertation or supe:vising
teache:s; But despite her backgroupd in education, and her local contacta,l .
Sara had considerable difficul establiEBing‘he: role in the districis where

she worked. - ! .

Part of the problem lay in the nature of the job. The term "linker" \

is not 1isted in the Dictionary of Occupations, eyen though that dictionary

-

contains thousands of entries. “Linking” is thus a non-stapdatd jgb. The

skills needed to serve as a linker are unde:articulatid} t;ainingﬁis aiffi-
cult if not impossible to cobtain, and the job does not £it into any,t:adi-

tional occupational hferarchy. . ,
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In Sa;afs case, the problems inherent in the lfhke: position (see .
Chapter 1) were aggravated by failg:ea in the project's auppo:é system. The
system did not entirely break down: Sara and thre& other linkers benefited
from the 150 hours of training they :eceived; th; linkers telephoned each
other two or three timei a week; the educ;tional service district to which
Sara was assigned had a very good reputation with the disfricts where Sara
worked: Nevertheless, there were difficulties. During the first year of the

" project, the director exe:ciaed tight control over the linke:s; occasionally

ovérriding thei: decisions. Yet he made few efforts to explain the natute of
the project to lecal scheol diatrict‘pe:aonnel. Thds, it was up to the
linkers to clarify thei: roles and correct miaunde:atandings. Hanagement

that could -have been devoted to such efforts was spent elaewhere. as the
NRC 1, sponded to changes in project emphasis requested by NIE.

i The second director of the project made a g:eata: effort téfzz;;aﬁi—
cate with the school districts, and under his administration Ehe linkers
finally drafted this description of the linkers' role vis-a-vas the sites:

The primary responsibility of the linker iagto provide ae:viée to
assigned school sites in the form of leadership, consultation and
support in the planning and implementation of instructional improve-

ments through the problem-solving process of the (Needs) Assessment
Ha.ndbOOk. - "}

As part of this support, the linker provides information on available
Research and Development Outcomes and arranges for the necessary
materials and /human resources to support the effective use of these
’R&D Qutcomes in lmp:oving instruction.

-

In order to carry out these duties in the meat effective manner,
the linker maintains certain adminiatnntxpe and :elated ties.

PO

It is interesting to contrast thia job description #q;h the variety of
expectations about Sara’s role held by the school personnel with whdém she
worked. Some of their comments were that she should be "a half-time reading
specialist on the staff.” "She should tell us what :he car offer.” "she
should work with is to evaluate.FeadIng and lehgﬁag& arts b:ogqﬁma.' "she
should act as an employee of the district." "she ié a reading expere and she
should tell us the best thing to do." "She should do the evaluation work and

determine the best solution. *She should give us more time than she does.'
*She ahould do the leg wo:k. Sara’s summary of the expectations held fo:,

her was that she should be available on call for anY period of time to do

»
! .
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Themes within the expectagions held for Sara centered around the

labels "salesperson,” "gofer,” and "school district employee.” Included

in the role expectation of "salesperson® were the expedtationé that Sara had

an identifiable item to "sell,” that she had full facts about the supe:iority

of that item over competing items which she miéht be Eelling but was not,

and that she would be a cocmpelling, aggzessive advocate of the item she

was Seiling. Those who held this 'salesperson role expectation ‘ekpected

I‘ Sara to say, "What you:yeed,is A. Here are items B, C, and D, which are )

competitive items. A is superior to B because..,.A is supe:ioz'to c
because....Here they are, all laid out i{n front of you. YBY can examine 4
themf‘and you will see why I know that A is the'superiqf item for ﬁoui "
purposes.”

) Central to the }ole expectation that‘Saza shoold be a “gofer™ was
that she should track down and deliver anything desired at the school in
terms of its educational progzan and that she should do so in all areas
of the curricelum. Those who held fhe role exﬁectation that Sara was a
*school district employee® believed that shg should take administrative
responsibility for curriculum revision in reading, that she should be in .

- the schools full time, or at least a few days of each‘week, carrying out
the administrative responsibility, and that she should be an accountable

decision maker in the area of reading. T %*\ .

’ The holdeze of thesge discordant fole expectation% wére almost ex-
clusively administzatozs who had limited contact with gg:a, but who were,
nevertheLesa, influential to some degree in shaping the role expectations

/that other school staff held about the linker. ;

Hisunderstandings regarding Sara's activities sdon caused heg to

be oriticized. A school p:incipal in Abbott scheool dint;ict complained,

-

in writing, “to the district's curriculum coordinator in May 1977. His
complaint was tpat Sara was not spending two and one-halt days in the dis- |
" trict, as he had assumed she would since shé was, at that time, working with’ ‘
only two districts, In fact, Sara had to devote 60 pergent of her time Qn‘
administratioh, evaluation, training, ;nd other activities. However, stch
misundezstandings and the diacrepant expectation£ held n;“v }ious 8C .& *
personnel served to keep Sara off balance and negessitated repeated explana-
tions by her ot project objectives, rules, and zegulations. It did not help
Sara when the project director sided with a school official to ovepturn a
|-. L "‘
. : 106

® 119




e .
ruling Hhich was expressly etated in the p:oject p:opoeal and was being, up

to ‘that point in time, enforced by her. this epieode undermined her authority
and caused her to’lose credibility. .

’
y

Foundations for Misunderatandings.. It is well to dmagine oneself in

the posirion of the project di:ecto: after the proposal had been written and
funding was annoimced 1n.Ju}y, 19?6. The tasks he faced were gizable and all
had to be accéhpliehed e{multapeousiy.~ A project office had to be eetabliehed1
secretarial help hired and a project evaluator hired. School sites, two
districts In each of four states, with several schools in each district, had
to be selected and :Eadied for the ent:y of a linketr in Septeﬁbe:. Linkers
needed to;be hired in a collaborative manner with school district personnel

.and others. Contractg with educational agencies other than school districts

needed to be negotiated for the hiring, housiqg, and paying of the linkers.
Linkers needed to be orfented to their work. A management system needed
development. An evaluation system needed to be designed. A‘gubcont:act
with a research and development agency needed to he let to connect the .
projéct with a knowledge base and knowledge retrieval system. All facets had
to be 1n place and working within 3 pe:iod of 60 days or less. Needleee to
say, the number of tasks to be “done eimultaneou;iy made it 1mpoasib1€‘that
all would be cqppletea on time and that\those completed would have been done .
with the necessary hoped-for care. . '

The rushed start of the project contributed considerably to the
school personnel's lack of understanding about the field agent :or‘. ‘Whether
time was too short, or the director assumed that project objectives were
known by the collaborating schools, is. unimpo:tant; whatever the reason,
pe:sonnel 1n Abbott and Bake: dist:fbts--Sa:a 8 first two sites--were generally
uninfo:med about the natu:e of the project when Sara first began working with
them. Moreover, it was over one yea: tntil 3 contractual agréement was made
between these two districts and the project. During the time that no contract

exieted, the cgllabo:ati\e relat;onehip was fragile and tenuous.
" The Chaffep school district cont:aete sharply with the other two

.dist:}cts in terms og_local underatanding of, and readiness tc enter, the

-

project. Chaffee did not join the prdject until the start 9f the project's
second year of ope:étion. Teachers 1ﬁlthe Chaffee district had been fully
}nfotned about the project prior to 1nvoiyement and had signifiea their
willingness’ to pa:ticipate. Stmilarly, a school personnel task force, as

rs
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u:ged by project zules, had al:eady been . formed and had actually met prior to

the start of the collaboration. !&:zeovez, all these efforts had been initiated

and ca:ried,tzrwa:d by one qf four :egional directors in the school districe,
who sensed that the project provided an opportunity to pursue his in’te:eqt in
improving reading abilities in one of the schools for which Ke had oversight.
The regional director p:ovided greater support foz the project than did any
central office person in Abbott and #aker school éistzicts.

Still another facto: influenced local pezsonnel's‘biews of Sa:a. .
All %h:ee dist:icts had had exper ience-~not always favorable--with federal
projects. Whether benefited or burned, the school pe;sonnel had developed
certain shared expectations about, o: ce:tain elements .of a posture towards,
federal projects. "g,Qf ‘these notilons was that one neha‘hot attend directly
to federal projects. 'mey did not %onstitute the "bread and bjhﬁ: support
fo: the schools. Moreover, agcountability for federal project usually
diffused over several agencies and was not a matter of such direct concern to
community pembe:s as was the spe iﬁg of local tax monef.

« Also included in what might be seen as a shared posture towdrd
fede:al projects was the notion that a federal project, :ega:dless of its
objectives and :ega:diess of the matéh between district objectives and
the federal p:oject objectives, could benefit the schoels. If in no other "
w6§: school districts benefited frem federal pgpjecté'because an activity ’

" being Supported with district funds could be carried forward, to at least
sore degree, by federal fqus. Thus. freed, at least some district monéy
could be diverted to apoéﬁe: activity seen by school personnel as in need
of the "B\aved'! funds. ” .

. Extending beyond this expectation was another which held that some~-
how'the project could be molded to suit some‘specific_puzpose of the school
district; that somehow, at some time, district personnel éould sufélclently.
control the\pzoject in order to obtaip’ﬁomething thought to be of benefit to,
the district. Bolstering this latter element of the districts' posture )
toward federal projects was the belief that federal projects were in the
schools Bnly because they were invited; hence, somehow, the obligation
ch:eated by the invitation would be paid off and the imbalance righted.

The districts where Sara began work in the fall of 1976”thus had
a number of contradictory expectations concerning her work. Sara had not

yet begun formal training as a linker; in fact, the training sessions would
-
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) extend over a period of time almost two yea:g’;n length. Moreover, the role .
to be learned was naot single faceted. Among other things, Sara had to learn '

_to be a,linker, a project member, a gpest in a host organization, and a

. data collecto: .. ) . . -
. Role lea:ning, natu:ally. had 1t8 beginning point in the linker's *
background .and experience, and, as indicated Sara's background included A P

4

expertise in how childgen earn to read. —She found much comfort from her
expertise, as slle initially viewed her role as "helping schools with reading,”
and being "a reading specialist and working for and with School districts -

at an inst:uctional and in-service level." Not only was she feeling comfort-

- "

. able about he: expertise in reading inst:uction, she was further comfo:ted by
the fact that the reading expertige gained her what seemed to be immediate
c:edibility in' the schools. The comfort was short liyed, however, as ‘she

learned that her expertise in reading caused some of those with whon she\

" worked to try to push her into a role of making decisions about reading ]
p:og:ams, a role definitfoﬁ_gethsr'contra:y to the role of linker. Addition-
ally, she learned early that while she was a :eading speclalist, she was
working with, not fot,, the schQOI dist:icts.y  Most importantly, she learned

the im{):tance of doing "people work" and tﬁ*é".y,‘gealities of decision,making in
LA *
o:ganizations. Voo ' Tt 3 -
Establishing,a Relationship with Sites. \rhe need to do "people m:k",

was soon apparent to Sara because project headquarters arranged for only very

limited and rather sogially distant warm-up activities to introduce the .,
linkers to site personnel, A "state assembly®™ was held which ;athe:ed
together most of the p%incipals, and no more than one teacher, from the
collaborating scheols, a gentral office official from each collaborating
school district, the p oject‘di:ectqg, and'the state Right-to-Read di:osto:.
B§ ond large, interch ge.was very limited, and the communication could best
be desc:ibed asna,mondlogue. Additionally, the broject director mailed to
the. principalg of the collabor!ting schools a letter int:oducing Sara.

v Backed only by a letter of introduction. and hoping that the school
officials would remember that she was introduced at the state assembly,
Sara chose to begin her entry efforts with the central office pe:son in’
each dist:ict who was :eaponsible for cu::iculum. In Abbott school district,,
entry proceeded smoothly, and vefy soon Sara was ‘at work with the teachers
in the school building. ’
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= In Baker district, hﬁever, the curriculum director blocked Sara's |

access to the schoeﬁs for aboutﬂﬁeven m0nthsl it was not antil April, 1977, .
that Sara was ag work in the \school building there. During this waiting

period, Bara dutitully and regularly went to the centrai office and talked to

the curriculim director about the project. Knowing nothing’ elsge to do, Sara |
£ T adopted the role bf 'gofer' for the curriculmn director. She collected at

’ the latter' s request a large variety of material pertaining to reading, but

also a great deal of material about middle séhools.

) The stalemate was broken bx,a Jupior, high school principal who aéked
to.begin work with Sara.’ The request came about becayge Sara had .hand . ‘
delivered the project's suryey instrument (a part of project evaluation and "
documentation)‘xo each princiQal, and while doimg so de taken the opportunity
to talk to each principal about the project. Sara thought that by insisting*
on delivering the instrquS;s herself and then talking to princigMls about
the project she might be able to “get themfpushing on the osﬁer gide of the
2 door." She was, as she said, pusﬁlng on the door of the curriculum director®

tr?ing td get into.schools, nd if the principals *pushed on the other side .
of thg door," then she might be able to start work with the schools, which iﬂ
what happened«i About the breaking of the stalemate, Sara said it was 'théﬁﬁ
£irst” time she Jfelt 'sneaky in her work. \\\ -
The currlculum director explained the waiting period by saying
that Sara did not  “know what is going on in the schools. She has a pnivergity
pcrspective. I helped her leatn =o ething ”‘,pt gchools.” .Sara's explanation
. 8 d}llerent. She attributed waiting period to the curriculum director™s
ﬁ?gh need for control and 2 well-develoged sense of mistrugt. Supporting
. Sara’'s explanation was the fact "that the curriculum director alone completed
e redding ndeds assessment for the schools, whereas, in the other two
djbstricts, the reading needs assessment wes completed at the building level
LN ‘by classroom teachsrs. Horeover, only i he.Baker district did sara have to
check in with the curricﬁ!um director both before and after she contacted
a’school district employee. ' ' ' N
j ! r FS?ara learned from the entry experience that 1ndividuals held differ~-

e

e [ 1

- 1ing pe
A . . .
“pérs tives must be understood and taken into account in her activities.
From the experience with the cutriculum director, as well as experiences

pectives about issues, problems and oppootunities, and that those

- . . l
elsewhere, Sara fbarned'that “one parson can block you, but one persan can't
., L. . . . > T 4
\)4 " ) « hd . ‘ M /- i
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get you in." As a result of this learning, she always tried to work with
& droups of people sathér than h.'ith indiv{duals. In Chaffee dlstri*or
V\examéle, she wotked with the school principal, -a schol reading teacher,
“and the regional coordinator as a group. <Consequently, each one felt he was *
in charge of the project at the school level. " M
Also during the enE:g\geriod Sara leggned that she had resources .
whicb could be, apent to secure a social Obligation and perhaps a commitment
to the project, and ‘she learned to spend the resources at hand. In addition
to helping improve the reading program, which was valued variously by the
participants, Sara had qccess to funds which could be uged both to facilitate
- 1nprovenent in reading and to cteate a . commitment on the part of the partici- |
pants. Paying for substitute teachers, which released regular teachers
to engage in projecﬁ-relgted activities, often away from the home schd¥l !
distriqf, was a prihe means of building a social obligation and, perhaps, )
commitment to the project.
~n . Additionally; Sara could and did do *favors®" for school personnel.
The *"favors" were of a great variety and included Bsechring and delivering
material, carcrying messages, facilitating access to a variety of educational
meetings or workshops, and distributing articles about teaching reading.
Sara tried to have something\to give, such as a reprint of a journal article,
to each}collaborator\on each encounter. . .
.In the middie of the second year of the project, Sara surmised . ' i
tifat the 'relationship had been established" with her clients. As a result, ’
Bhe 'stopped go¥ng out of {her) way to do favors," and she began issuing |

.to her clients a semi-monthly, two-page newsletter, titled “"Northwest (:_/

Reading Consortium Reader,".viewing that newsletter as somewhat of a substi-
tute for the favors and the hand-delivered reprints, In geperal, the contents

" of the newsletters included announcements of meetings and worksﬁgps assumed
+ _to.be of interest to hei clients, annotations of recent éﬁblications on .
‘reading, and project news and events. . LT
Mditional people work" learning ocgyrred. Sara leafnéd*that in R .
one district it was necessary to work with the so-called chain of command.
In Abbott district, Sara worked gxclusively thh teachets for a pericd of

e time and found that requests forrsubstitute teachers to’ replace regular

teacpers who would be away on project activities had to clear the prigcipal's
office. The principals did noﬁiknow what was going on, so they turned down
" . I.* 1. .
] .
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the’:equest;. Further, she heard rumors that principals were upset when she
was in the building without their knowledge. §a:a‘dealt wi;h the problems by
conferring with the‘principgls occasionally and by providing each principal a
goutﬁly cLlenéﬁ: showing where she would be when, at least aﬂrfa: as she was
able to predict one month in adwance. ~
. Sara also learned that memos sent by het to school personnel could

be of use, but only if they were directed to all the people who were influ~-
ential in her work, not juSt those with whom she had th most sustaingd
contact. Hence, she learned the informal organization of the scﬁbolidistrlctsw
and tried to be 1§§1uenced’bg.thffgfpowledbe in carrying.out her work.

An important learning for Sara was that if key people who were -
*"dragging theit feetfjacquired a sense. of ownership of the projeqt, the
reluctance and® tentativeness gouId be ove:cgap. Saras-arranged for one_such .
key person, who was very reluqtant and tentative about ,the p:oject,r;o be
elected to the governing board of the project and also arranged for him to
journey to a neighboring state to address an audience of eQucators on'the ’
subject of the project. Observing all of this, a principal 1;’;nother .
building remarked, "Be's been bought.” - . .

5ara also learned something about decision making in o:ganizatibns.
She learned that decision making is not as rational as it is pretended to
be nor defended éo be.- She learned that solutions are often developed in r
advance of or independent of problem specification, .

The project's needs assessment routine, when used to identify
problers in reading programs which need attention, was not impervious to
human !nfluence in terms of the problems identified. As Sara remarked: "aAt
{one échool?{the reading consultant @id theé needs assessment while schools
were closed, and the results totally confirmed what,the:rehdiné consultaqt
wanted all along. At [anpther] they started gith a solution in mind before
the needs assessment was done, and they endeq ug.<}th their pgeker:ed solution.”
Sara learned to accommodate to the less than rational decision making. She

aaid, "Districts have agendas. Do it [saiisfy the agenda); then move on. .

& L)

That's the only way you can go.” - .
Developing a Personal Strategy. Sara has a work strategy which has
» o » .

, evolved over time.. At £irst har strategy was rather uncomplicated and flowed

>

.
I

from her own {nterest 1n.teach1ng reading. Ber original strategy was grounded
"in the notion that 4f one were to use an appeal based on the educational -

\‘y/“m 12 i *




needs of childezen, the progress towards exceklence in reading programs would
swiftly follow. Sara long ago qbandoned that uncemplicated posture. Her
current, still evolving, atrateqy,can be stated ag nine rules.

The first three rules éeal with how;}o get along in schools. They

ares: )
. '-r) =

1. Know gye informal® o ganization and use that knowledge.
< 2, Racognlze the chain of command._

3. Be armed with sonething to give which shows an 1nterest
*in reading. . . .

b ; -
The remaining six rules center more directly on fleld agent activity.

kY

They are:’ ~

4, ,Go to the schogls only on 1nv1tation and try to arrange
. invitations. . e
This rule i8 centered in Sara's belief that it is very easy
to be a nuipance 1nsschools and being a nuisance is not’ com-
patible with/being a linker. The rule also underlines the fact
that it is difficult for a non-employee simply to drop into a
school aﬁa*ikhigve anything by hanging around. PFirst, there is
no place to hang around. And second, everyone at the school is

busy ig his or her walled-off space.,

-

5. Maintain neuqrality. Don't be an advocate for any problem
or aolution.
. "
To be neutral is to respect the strong autonomy norm in
schools. To be an advocate is to violate that norm and
also to lose credibility.

' -

6. Attend to group précesses. -
L A ] )
7. Yield to-not-so~hidden agendas. . .

They don't go away by themselves. To yield to them is
to get them out of the way, thep more rational&?ecisions
might be made. ’ ) y .

8. Work with éroups, but not 1nhgviduals.

L] - ‘e L)

”

9. Create a seénse of ownership by klients.

b ] . -
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It is instructive to contrast Jin Howard's experience as a.field.
agent with that of Sara Edwards. Just as Sara did, Jim joined the RDU
project at its beginning. He was selected for the field agentrposltion

because, of his reading background--he had served as a reading specialist in

_the public schools--and because he had previous experience with reading needs .
f " 2ssessments. Additionally, a principal actor in one of the school systems
had heard of his work in reading. . '

When he aéceéted the position, Jim misunderstood its nature. He
believed he was being hired as a reading spe&ialist for the educational
, tesource center which was the host o:g;nization in his state. Upon learning
the real nature of the Job, he thought "That's all right. I know somethingé
about the Right-to-Read process.” Lik; Sata, Jim £0und,tﬁe job :ewafding.
ﬁoweve:, speaking of tﬁe emotiop&ily draining aspectd of the job, Jinm said, i
"You get emotionally burned Ous. You can't be a linker fo:eVe:. You get too i
well known. It is well to gquatrd against too much exposure.® ) ) . |
Although Jim’and Sara°b6th experienced problems with the suppo:f
systen tha; was supposed to make their jobs easier, at least one of the
. school districts with which Jim worked was fairly well pteéaryd for collabor-
' &tion with the?RQU Project. Before the final decision to collaborate was
_nade, teachers in that district had access to the project psoposal, and an
assistant supq:inﬂ%ndent had met with them three or four times prior to the
start of the projegt. Also 2 task force had been established in each of the
. four schools priof to Jin s attival, and some teachers and administrators had
had prior experience with the nébds asaessment procedures. FPurther, it was
made clear to all concerned that the assigtant superintendent fully backed
“the p:oject and the linke:, and such backing was seen~by all as an essential
L | 1ng:edient. Mo:eove:, the assistant superintendent spent a full day naking
f " the rounds of the schools and introducing Jim, and he was fairly regqular 1n
attending meetings of the combined task forces. After making clear his . j
approval of the project, wo:king with teachers in explaining the ptoject,‘and
introducing the linker, the assistant superinten n:ﬁgsffined distant from
- the project except for attending the meetings cited above, by which he . .
continudlly demonstrated his support. Th;Ough the assistant superintendent’s
naintaintng his distance from the detailgd Ope:ationa of the project, teachers
+ came to feel that it was their p:oject Bot his. A -

- » - )
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Jim Howard was prepared to encounter va:ious levels of unde:sg;nding
and misunderstanding about the p:oject. Atte: all, he himself had taken
the job thinking he was to be a :esource center reading specialist. No doubt
his own lisunde:standing of the p:oject spurred hin to prepare to deal with
iﬁaé‘nisunde:standings tfat others might have. He prepared himsgelf to explain
the project fully--and in each school and district, oftice he gave a p:eaéﬁta-
tion complete with p:inted material and an overhead p:ojecto:‘ Subsequently,
he developed an audio-s%ide presentation about the project. As a :esult.of
'his'p:epa:ation and his careful presentations about the nature of the
project, misconceptions of the project did not redch the high level that
they had in Sara's sites. In Sara's case, projecy misunderstandings were
s never directly or systematically faced. Al;hou Sara knew 2ll. aiong what
the project was about, she did not prep%‘e a caneful explanation ‘of the
project and dealt with misunderstandings’ only on an ad hoc basis.
Although Jim Howard had Jbeen a reading specfalist, he decided that as
a linker he did not want to build on that for a relationship. 'Rathe: I
wanted to establish one.® He did not wish to be seen as a :eading apeci&ltst
because local personnel, he thought, ahould see the project as their p:oject,
not his. Since the project dealt with :eading, he felt that building on the
:ole of reading, specialist would make it difficult to establish oune:ship of
the project among the school people. ' T
IE is less accurate to say that Jim Howard learned his role that ix
is to say he established it. The tole he established had two main points.
One point had to do with project 'owne:shif;’.' He established the point that
the p:oject belonged to the task fo:ces. It was not his, nor did it belong
to the RDU Project, While Sara engaged in some maniéulation to estab- .
lish the notion of ownership well “into the life span of the project, Jim
;cve: faced that p:oblgn. - The second point made in establishing his role
was that he was a facilitator,. a helper. One respondent neatly dgac:ibed
Jim's role as follows: '&gln) is the coach. We are the team, with our own
'captain. : . ) : ?
zatablishing his :ole was not a passive activity for Jim. He
described his role va:ballya He acted t ouk. And, 306; after the start
of the project, he asked tagi fof&u-'enbe:s to write down their expectationse

of his role,. 80, he could coi:ect nisunde:standings on the spot.
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. . Most people Seem to learn a :ol#'in interaction w t-.-h othe;:s, and
thes; others have a goodzdﬁﬁ of impact on the role. Undqubtedly it is the
. non-standard nature of the work of l:lnke:sv@': the ;toveltj .of. the position,
. that gem:ltt_ed Jim to eat.ablish a role, rather than to negotiate it with sgite
‘ staff. The task‘fo:ce mepbers with whom he worked had had no prior exper-
- 1e.nc_e‘ with linkers,-ho p:ec.ed:ants had been set, hence ;t.he freedom J_i/nz had in
establishing his role. .o
In his work as-a linker, Jim Boward was gurided 'by what he light-_

heartedly- refers to as his "bible.® The "bible® consiats of €wo articles

written by Jack R, Gibb, titled "pefensive Communication® (1961) and "Is ‘

Belp Helpful?® (1964). Jim said "I keep them uppe'most in my nind as I work

with the schools.” + ' : . .
*  The g'erlae:a'l notion of 'Defen'sive COmmunic_ation" and fts utility,

St

to Jim can be s,een‘ in the following:

- / Behaviors that listeners perceive as possessing any of the
. characteristics listed in the left-hand column arfouse defensiveness,
whereag those which they integpret as having any‘of the qualities
listed in the right~hand column reduce defensive feelings. The '

degree to which these reactiona oocur.depends upon personal level of
dafenaiveness and upon the gene:al climate in the group.

. )

LY Y
I Defensive Climates =~ _ Supportive Climates
‘ 1. F.Valo/at:lor; ~ “ 1. Description
2. Control , 2. Problem Orientation '
’ 3. Strategy -— 3. Spontaneity
' 4., Reutralicy R 4. Empathy
- 5. Superiority . 5. Equality '
.o 6., Certainty ' 6. Provisionalism {
\ ) . Y » . ~

Likewise, "Is Belp Helpful?" contains some mnts that Jl& found
useful.\ {he ‘ollowing table presenta a theory of the helping relationship,
Seven par allel sets of o::lentations are presented. One set of conditions
min[zes help and a parallel set of condltions minimizes help._ / ¢




Orientations That Einder
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Ozientations That Help

1. Reciprocal trust (confidence, . 1. Distruct (fear, punitiveness,
warmth, ‘acceptance) defensiveness) . '
!
2. Cooperative learning'_’ i T "t 2. ;‘uachirfg (training, advice
explozation, quest) N giving, indoctrinating)
” = . ) - . “ )
/3. Mutual growth (becoming,, 3. Evaluating (fixing, oorrecting,
actualizing, fulfilling) e .providing :uedias)
: / <
4. Rec.ip:ocal openness (spon= , 4. Strategizing (planning, :
taneity, candor, bonestq) . maneuvering, gamesmanship)
5. &hared prclablu solving 5. Hq-deling (derm:ol strating,
. {defining, producing information giving, guiding) i
alternatives, testing) N ] -
|~ ) : ‘ \ ‘ ¢
6, Aptonomy (freedom, inter- 6. sCoaching {molding, steering, .
/ dependence, equality) [ controlling) .
- . - } = .
7. /Enperilentation (play, 7. Patterning (making standard
ation, provisional T or static) ° i
efforts) . ;
"Iim wels made aware of these two articles and their content in training %

is not available about the extent to'which the notions of nondefensive
cmunication and help!ul help were evident in Jim's day-to-day work with .
the schools. However, comments made by those who worked with him suggest - \
that his actions were in keeping wit‘h these noti.on;. Some such comments \
follow: “took a while to trust him, but he proved to be as good as his  *
word®; good listener——restates what, is going' on to improve communication®; v
*very pggitive 7 "makes people think for themselves®; “"pays sincere compli~

J;eulons provided by the :egional educational laboratory. Systematic evidence \

ments”; "up-front, nkas no prmisea"z and *with hiu we retain our self-secu:ity.
A notable element of “Jim's work in the schools was the extent to :

which he nlntainad contact with all relevant people, the task forces, the ,

prlncipals, the, centzal office personnel. lHe never e}lte:;d a school

district out informing the central office person of his visit and his

missic. Purther, whenevear he was in a school district he always stopped in X »

each and every collaborating school even though he might not have any busi-

ness to conduct in some of the schools. ;v '

A
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" daing arose. In this way he firmly established the notion that it was their

He felt at:ongly that the school p:incipalg had an important part °
_to play in the collaborative. e!to:t. As set out in the project buidelines,
g:incipaia were ex;,)ectesl to be members of the ildiﬁr{tevel task force. Jim
did not let the matter rest with mere rgenbership on task fo:ce. He had
'1itt1e taiks® with them about their role in the project and on the task forces.

’ In one school. however, ‘Jim's interest in the role of the p:incipal p

ended in a complete b:eakdown of the collaborative effort. According to Jim,
?he school task fo;ce was ope:atiqg ithout 1eade:ahip from the principal.
Bven wdrse, “everyone looked to him,” and "he Just sat.®™ During a large pa:t‘
of one task force meeting, the principal "visited with a trophy salesman®
within hearing distance of the other task force memhe:s. and the task force
simply waited until the salesman and principal were fiqilhed. The next day
‘Jinm stopped by the principal's office to ask him whether he was "in the
project or wanted out.® The queltion led to a "blow up," and highlighted
whqt’Jih call@d_a personality conflict. Bowever described, the incident
resulted in a breakdown of the working relationship and the task force
dctivities were abandoned. Upon the’ breakdown of the collaborative relation-
ship, "Jim requested assistance from the project headquarters staff. The
p:oject responded by senaing a representative of the regional educa:ion;l )
1abo:ato:y to investigate. However, after the fall of 1977, _no fu:the: <
project work was carried out in the school. : |

Very notable about ‘Jim Howard's work with the school-baled task |
forces was extent to which he placed the ownership of the préject, and
the work ggzih;ailed.'upon the task force members. Whereas Sara would and
did jump in, so0 to speak, and actually engage herself in the planning work
when things ground to a halt, "Jim never did, even though oppo:tuni;ie; for so

project, nes\his. and furthe:._that they had to do the planning work.
In working with people in ogganizationl. ‘Jim Howard's style was

lé;nte:ed to a congiderable extent on the building of st:qng pdérsonal relation-

ships. Be was :epo:héa to be a naate: of knowing the people he worked with
and knowing their special inte:eats. Be seems to have made each task force
feel' as if it were the only important task force. He informed people of
workshops of interest and facilitated their travel, he aided in new job
placensnt for a few of his clients, and he assisted in secu:ing the recogni-
tion of two schoolz\in the statewide P:onisingjfé;cticea Pair. . ’

'1 .
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In working with®the task forces, Jim ne've: t.e:lntnal':ed a meeting
without setting a dAte for the next neeting, and bet¥een meetings he often

) t.élephoned or stopped by to see “how things “are g-oing." Alt.hqugh Jim knew

-~

. degree to which they were able to deal with client expectations -for their

that decision making in organizations is not always gational, he attempted

to guide the task forces, step by step, through the ,éntire needs assessment
process and uh}le 80 doing tried to suppress flights'to solutions before

fhe problem was specified. He was quite successful, but not totally so, in
his effbr;,”si;'s thoughts on the needs assessment and solution search
process were Catch-22 in characteér. Y“If the solutiop searches for the
problem, then (the needs assessment) is a fraud. On the other hand, if .
no one has anything in mind, the process does not“seém to work.” Jinm's
cu::ent; though still evolving, strategy includes the following nine rules.

. 1. Bstabliish ;ou: role through instruction and acts. Don't let !
cthers mold it. - ) -
2: Guard against communication which makes people defensive. * P
“\\77 3. Develop a!coEgunication orientation that helps, not hinders. .
‘ 4. Work with g:Bups that inciude the school p:inciéal and ’
. instruct the principal as to his or her ole.
5. Make dure the clients know that they own the p:oject. Never act
28, if it is your project. . . -
b, FPlace the work burden on the clients. pon't dd”their work o} ¢
'r - you will confuse the sense of ownership. o R '
7. Bhtablish\st:on personalerelationships,,
8. Keep all levels in the chain of commandfinfo:med,at all times.
9. ‘Neve:,leave without arranging another appointhent. |
. )
- ) * * * ) ,& .
’ . f ’ —_
Epilogue ' d .
' This chapter has presented case simmaries oé two field agents and .

theiremerging :elationships with scﬁgﬁ& clients. iﬁese two agents, while
situated in the same project, present cqggzasts of many of thet topics that

were dealt with in Chapter 5. They came to the job_ "with different expecta-
tions, used very different st:ategies for 1nf1uencing thei: clients, and had
very diffe:enﬁ-pe:spectives on how change could best be effected by an
external sgent. In the end, they also appeared to be quite diffezent in the .
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behavior. Daspite thei: diffe:ences, both perceived 5§r\5019 as stimulating

and st:essful: the procesa of learniny-on~-the-job in role which required

continuous negotiation of role expectatioqs with multiézz\blients was seen by
_\\\\Pothﬁiim and Sara as a "burnout® job, though they each developed his or her

own strategies for copirig. /
]

, Jim may have been trying to exercise coercive power \when he corffronted

the principal with the question, "Are you in, or do you want out?" (In fact,
. this led to the termination of the collabo:atiée :elationship with this
site.) Sara used the availability of project fun&s as a :eward, rather than
threatening to withhold these funds as punishment. . . -
Sara initially relied'on her rt power: "She found much comfort I

from her expertise (ﬁ?:eading instr on) .«s.the :eading expertise gained

her what seemed to be immediate c:edibility in the schools.” However, she .
soon learned that her expertise in reading caused some of her clients to try
to push her into a role of maﬁing decisions ébout':eading programs, rather
than helping Epem_to make decisions on their own. Jim resisted t}ping

hikself as the "reading expert"® from the very beginning: "Although (he) had

|
been a reading specialist, he decided that as a linker he did not want to . }
build on that for a relationship....Since the project dealt wifh reading, Je |
felt that building on the role of reading specialist would make it difficult ‘
to establish owne:ship of the p:oject among school people.”

Both Jim and Sara used reward powe: to help cement their relation-

ships with site personnel: "During the entry period, $ara learned that she ‘
hadn:esou:ces which could be spent to secure a social obligation.and perhaps a
commitment to the project....Additionally, Sara could and did do *favors' for
school personnel.® Jim also did favors for his clients: "He informed people
of workshops of interest and facilitated their travel, he aided in new job
placement for a few of his clients, aﬁd he assisted them in seéu:ing recogni~
tion of two schools in the statewide P:omising Practices Fair.” In both

cases, the agents' use of reward power appears to have been a delibe:ate
st:ategy, which was also quite effective.

-

Neither agent seems to have consciously exerted legitimate power
over the sites--i.e., tﬁe power inherent in the agent's ;ole as a representa-
tive of the project. 1In fact, on at least one occasion, Sara's attempt to
invoke project rules and regulations ;es overrided by the project director,
thus nndetnining‘her authority and ceusing her to lose credibility. Jinm
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7
insisted that the task forces take responsibility for the project and zem}nded
thes over and over égain that the‘project was theirs, not his nor even the

. RDU project's. ) ' —
. . Jim relied heavily on referent power, the development of pezégnal

a¥finity with site personnel: "In working with people in otganizftions,
_(Jii'a) style was centered to a éonéidezab{e extent on the buildin; of strong
personal relationships. He was reported ts‘se a master of knowing the people
he worked with and Knowing their special interests." '
Jin seems to have been more strongly oriented towards the political
perspective than sara, though not to the exclusion of othéz strateglies for
change. Both Hin' and Sara made a point of working with the chain of command
and included this in their lisg of rules for field agents. Sara made 2an
effort to work with groups of people rather than individuals, saying "one
person can block you, but one person cannot get you in."
_The contrast between Jim and Sara.is clear, however, in the degree :
to which they were effective in using political strategles, particularly in
the degree to which they allowed powerful site administrators to shape their
roles. Sara was very unsure of herself initially and tried to Buy cooper-
ation by conforming to evetione's expectations of her as a linker. Jim,
however, firmly defined his role and quidkly corrected any misunderstandings . ‘
. on the part of gite pezéBnnel. This forthright tactic seems to have saved |
Jim !bam experiencing the degree of role conflict and associated job stress *
felt by Sara, though the same thing might have been accomplished through a 4
process of negotiation with sité personnel.
Despite Sara's adjustments to the "politics of educational change,”

she typically preferred strategies associated with the individual incentives

-

perspective, She cb—obted one reluctant’ administrator by arranging for him
to be elected to the governing board of the project, a move that apparently
gratifiedl his eéo and prompted another principal to remark, "He's been
boaght.' More often, howgver, she simply tried to go around obstructive
.‘pzincipals and cent office pezs?nnel. Both Jim and Sara seemed Ep;eéncen-
. trate their attention on principals and other administrators, zathez.than
attempting to build grass-roots support for the project among teachers.
While Sara bzofessed the importance of understanding the "informal organiza-
tion" of school districts, neither Jim nor Sara showed strong leanings toward
the stzuctu{fl Lerapectivé on change.-
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. INTRODUCTION ' .
In this section we return to the topic of what field agents ol

actually do, in ter;a of deIive:ing services, and how this affects botp their
own job-:elated ﬂttituﬂes; and their clients. The quantitative analysis and
case nate:ials in chapte:s 7 and 8 will not attempt to provide a definitive
assessnent of the dggree to which field agents contribute to the outches of
school change programs, for this 1s treated in considerable detail in another
stydy (Ioufs, Rbs?nblum and Molitor, 1981). Rather, the focus
is upon (1) how field agent rolea and activities are éqgected

volume of this
of both chaptef

by job design and\ management features of their context; and (2} how the roles -

and activities ‘whi h. they ascribe to themqelves are related to field‘ngents},

own job sagisfaction and to their assessments of site and program "success.”

. . Chapter 7 p:esents an analysis of agent survey data that reveals

two major findings. Pirat, the associat;oﬁs between the types of roles and
activities in which agents engage, and both agept.job attfzudes andimeasu:es

of school and p:og:am outcomes are :elatively weak. Second, agent :oles and
activity patterns appear to be prima:ily a function of the interpersona
relationships that they haye with key influential othq:s--client administrators,

and supervisors at the local and more distant project level. ° .

) Chapter 8 presents a case study of one agent and her activities in ,
two school settings. It is intended not only to provide some more detail

about the quantitativg findings, ‘but also to draw attention to :elationsh}pg
that could not be fully examinediin‘:he survey data. In particular, thé case
materials illuminate thd way 1n'}hich tbe agent's individual pe:sOnafity ani *
resources helped to shape both her general role definitioen and the activitie;
in which she engage& over ; three-year period. Chapter 8 also provides
evidence on the degree to which the agent‘s spontaneous and other unplanned
decisions about héw to handle her role and client negﬂs had lg:ge: impacts

upon the progress of her schools through the change p:ocess.
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e ’ . °  CHAPTER 7° .
. . , o : . .
, ! * . ' PIELD AGENT ROLES AND ACTIVITIES ™ .
- .( ‘. r. « »
. (/r—*$;;}ioue chapters in €his repo:t ha e fgcused on how organizati?nai/
) design an d Bupport systems for tield.agents, as well as the agents* strategies

A :eiationship\to client schools.

fox: negotiat.ipg rel*onships with sites, affect the agents' attitudee about |
their work and alm their effectiveness.” 'h1e ptesent chapter focuses on the
'measu:es of role and activity pe:formance first presentedﬁhn Chapter 2. W&
axanine the impacts of field agent Toles and attivitie,s on the agents' percep~
tions of proggam success and site performance (a new va:iable) , as well as on
their job satisfaction ane bthez job—related attitudes. We also exafiine po—
tential.influences on field gent roles and activities. Thus, field agent rolﬂl
«’-- nd activities are corsidered both as a cause of site outcomes and field age
q)b—related attitudes and as a conseggence of other factors--namely job dgsign,
w personaI characteristics, the support and training structu:e, and the agent's’ ]
Most of&Fhe va:iaﬁies included in this analysis ha¥e “been int:oduced -
%, earlier. The major focuses of the chapter--agent roles and activities-—wer@*"
introduced descriptively in Chapter,2. In, this chapter, however, the long
1ists of different types of roles and activities are reduced to a smallef
numbet. 'rhree rolag and four clusters of activities are uged: ,

. o field agent xoles: program change expert, content »
“~ specialist, and generalist/coordinator; ‘. .

+ - -

. . e fileld agent activities: boundary-spanning, working

#ith teachers, budget manajement, ard p:ofessional ) R
s -developmenty. ° . .S
- ., . "

The, de:ivatidh'of these Yoles and activities from our data is described
+in the* following section: '

“
-

- A N ) ' » . . /
. . s Ae 1 > ¥ .
Measures of Roles and Activif:ies e T . A
™ .

' To perfom tl{e analyses for' tEls chap'f:er, the measures of role, and~
activity perfomance first p):esented in Chaptet: 2 yete reduced to seven
scales--tﬁree describing roles and four describimg a,ctivities. The procﬂn:ee
for defining these scales i‘ncluded factox: anaiysis,"' followed in some casps by

. si.nple adjustnents to increase scale reliabiljty. At this point it should be

a
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" noted that a number of the original questionnaire items, including some roles
and.acti#ities which the average field agent performed to a great extent, did - "
not load highly on any of the factors accounting for the differences among )

. -

i
field agents,. and for this reason they were not included .in the scales. . ]
v The scales describing field agent roles were derived from questions i
which asked ‘the agents to rate, on a five-point scale, the degree to which |
they performed ten possiblesroles: resource person, coordinator, process
trainer, observer/historian, counselor or 'handhofde:, expert in assisting
" the match between innovations and problems, ¢onflict resolver, content
- specialist, program implementor, and evaluator. The means and standazd r -
deviations for these different roles are presented in Table 2-3, éhapter 2. »
The following three scales were derived on the basis ofj;he factor
ianalysis: - ’
v e - Program change expert. This scale, which hks a standard-
¢ ized alpha or reliablility score of .75, consists of the

. following items: expert in assessing the match between
* innovations and problems, program implementor, and evalu-

- +

ator.. . .

- @ Content specialist?"This-scale is composed of,one iten:
basic skills;, career education, or inservice specialist.

) Geﬁ?kalist-coqrdinator.' This scale also consists of one -
item: coordinator. - y 3 g

LS

’ .

It may be noted that the program change expert.role includes the two
roles that were least ‘performed by agentss program implementor and evaluator.
The other item in the index, an expert in matching innovations to problems, .

; E_ was also a role performed less than most of the other options in the question,

Y
s
-
-~

as was. the content specialist role, ane that agents typically indicated they
: perfo:ﬁed raxelg. The only frequently performed role that emerged from the |
factor analysis was coordinator. This role received the highest rank in i
terms of the.degreg to which agents indicated that it described their role 1
* Behavior. . ' - , ) ~ !
. Th ales describing different agent activities were derived from a
questiOn which asked the agents to rate the degree to which they spent |
time on various activities. The list of aci}vities included: meetings with
small planning groups at the sites; writing reports; arranging, designing or
conducting workshops; travelling from.site to site; promoting or explaining
=~ the RDU program; working with individual‘&dministtato:s; o:ganizing, ptepating
o - .

L b
N »

|
and delivering materials; general meetings with site staff; developing
|




Roles

Activities’

»
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Table 7-1 - ~
INTERCORRELATIONS OF ROLES AND ACTIVITIES " : .
/ - —
— - 3
Roles ~ Activities
. [ ol g etietse
Program | ' . ..
. Change Content Generalist Boundary Budget Activitiés |[Professional
. Expert {Specialist | Coordinator Spanning | Management |[with Teachers |[Development
. - .t ]
Program . 1.00 ' ya
Change Expert .
Content ~.04 1.00 " . .
Specialist ’ .
Generalist- .08 =, 26%*% 1.00 e
\ Coordinator o~ b .
Boundary - AL 104 33%% 1.00 '
Spanning . L B ) » .
Budget .00 +09 e 25%% .13 1.00 . . '
l- Management - ) J .
Activities 14 .01 .06 ssu - 21 . .00
with Teachers . . ) i
_Professional .06 -.03 o 25%% +10 Q0 vL20% 1,00
Development . I . ’
= - . v L . Y
. r
) . s . .
*Significance f_ .10 -« ) ' . .
, y -
#+Significance & .05 . . ‘ :
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program changa expert and to, performance as a generalist-coordinator, but not
_to pe:fomnc:e as a content spacialist. In addition, pe:fom‘ance as a content
specialist is negatively related to pe:fomance as a gene:alist-coozdinato:.
This indicates that those persons who perceived themselves aj content special-
ist:s were less likaly to behave as nontraditional "field" -agents and more

likely, to behave .28 traditional cuq:’iculun specialists, available as a
resource in their host ozganizations, but gene:ally not engaged actively in
. effg:ts at the school level. ) i . .

Al
\i M

Outcome Msasures: ‘Job-Related Attitudes, ‘Program Success, and Perceived
Site Performance ‘ x

. Measures of.field agent j;:b satisfaction, sense of efficacy, and role

. conflict should be farnil‘ia: to the reader, since they have been used in both
Chapters 3 and S. In ‘addition, in Chapter 5 we introduced the measure.of
perceived program success, or the degree to which the agent felt that repre-
aenta_:tive groups in a specific cliént_ achool. would.\:ate their site's involve-
rert with the program as a success. In this section we introduce a new
measure of school ocutcomes--perceived sit.e performance. ‘This measure was
obtained by asking the agents to rate a randomly selected specific site on

the following dimensions: .- t

-

.. o To .what extent hag the solution selected -solved the
. * problem identified?

e To what extent is the sglution that has been implemented
Likely to continué to-be used?

-— hd

-

b, , ¢ To what extent has the p}oble'i-solving process been in-
corporated into the site, implying an ability and willing- -
. ness to apply the process ’t;.o future problers? ,

=
The measure also includes the difference between the agent's fesponses to the

following two items? . . .
e Ty e At the beginning of your involvement with this dite,
to what extent did the local site personnel have .
knowledge and gkills in effective problem solving?- .
e To what extent do local site pe:aonnel now have knowledge .
. : and skills in.effective problem solving? -
np'
{  The\standardized alpha for the scale is .6B. . P y
- N "- . .
127 . .
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The Bffects of Roles and Activities on Qutcomes for Fleld Agents and Sites

Signifiétnt correlations betweden rqles and activities and outcomes
for field agents ané sites are very sparge, as shown in Table 7-2. Performance
as a content specialist, although'positively co::elated with job satisfaction,
is negatively co::elated with weasures of site petformance and program
"success. One night be tempted to sttribute this to the fact that the content
specialists were 1es§ likely to engage in hounda:y-spanning activities-wete
it not for, the fact that boundary-spanning activities are also negatively
correlated with program success, as perceived by the agent. Tne field
agents' sense of efficacy--that is, their sense of the importance of their
own efforts--is negatively related to the amount of time spent in activities

s

with teache:s. .
Turning to the correlations of roles and activities with role con-

flict, only two prove to be statistically significant: a negative relation-

ship with performance as a generalidt-coordinator, and a positive telation-

.

ship with the amount of time spent o QOunda:y-spann}ng activities. Tke
latter finding is easy to interpret afd consistent with theory: the more
timé one spends on activities which bri

potential :ole.pattnets, the more Gulnetable one becomes to conflicting

in contact with a variety of

demands frcom various individuals. Largely on the strength of this relation-
ship, a canonical correlation between the two types of role conflict (inferred
and reported) and the set of field agent activities was found to be significant
at the .10 level. B : . -

The negative relationship between the éene:alist-coo:dinato: role anh
role conflict may be explained by the :elatively low~visibility of the
coordinator role, Hany of the RDU aéents desctibed their role as "behind the _
scenes.' They a:ranged meetings but did not chair them; they Stought in
consultants to help schools solve their problems but :ately professed their
own opinions. Agents who took this st:ategy were often almost invisible to .
the members of their c1ient schcdis. This certainly :educed the number of _
individuals who felt that they could 1egitimately expect the agent to petform
speqific tasks for then. .

In general, howevet, the findings a:e weakxand very scatte:ed, and it

v’ is perhaps more appropriate to infer another corclgsion: namei} that the

reported ‘agent roles and activities have little impact on job—:elated attitudes
and the fgents' perceptions of site success.

v
-
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Table 7-2
* - !/
SBIGNIPICANT GCORRELATIONS OP ROLES AND ACTIVITIES
WITH OUTCOMES FOR PIELD AGENTS AND SITES
) ; : . p s
, Inferred |‘Reported | Perceived Perceived
. Sense of 'dob Role <+ Role Site Program -
Efficacy |8Satisfaction| Conflict |{Conflict | Performance | Success
Program Ch% Expert -
Content Specialist ' TI .22+ -, 25%
. . ’ L
t‘fneralist-mordinato'r y P -, 22% . .
ql
., .
"\ M . ; -~ ”» - F]
I Boundary-Spanning .27*1 —o 2744
Budget Management 9 s B '
< . ’ * l ~ h
Activities with Teachers -,28%% - ~ 20%
* - 4 - «
kProfegsional Development o . 24 % .

*Sign i'f icance

*#3ignificance £

.10

.05
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£y Why might this be so? Several possible explanations may be given. ‘

First, it might be azguga\d that agents simply do not report accuzatel}! the
roles .and activities that ?ey carry out, and they cannot, therefore, predict
any ojtcomes. 'fhus, wvhile A{\\ agent may clgin t.P be acting as a content
apeciali-st, he or ahg nay :are{.:_[ perform th-at‘:ole. Eowevef, there are
indications that, while agent reporting may not be fully accurate, neither is
it toi'.a.bly unrealistic. Por exa\nple, agents who spent less time on RDU
reported perforaming algxoleg and activities less fkquently than those who
spent more time on RDU (Spencer and Louis, 1978). 1In addition, discussions

with agents indicate that while agents may tend to u_r_xde-uepozt’. their role as ,
a "conflict fesolver,” and possibly over-report their roles as coordinators
as coapared to our own and other Bbsezvat‘ions, theseé biases are systematic
Yacross agents, and result £‘|:om a tendency tq desczibg their :oles’so conform
more closely to popular and widely c¢irculated definitions of the field agent
role. . . N - ' N .

"A second reason for the lack of re}ationship is that the general
roles x.gnd activitmuzed here simply db not tap the feat‘uzes of .the
agent zc;le that are mbst important. ,Othe:ianalyses, derived from observa-
tions of agents and schools, have suggested that it is both “iess subtle and
more fine_];y tuned fdatures of the agent role that count the most, hoi: much._
time the a2gent spends at the site and how f‘;equent’ly they attend prdject

neétings (I%uis, Rose_r_x_lg:lun and Molitor, 198l) or very situation-specific

activiti;; that may change the course of a single meetin or influence a
patticular individual (Ch'apte:‘a, this volume]). these features are related
to job desi and general field agent atrategies and perspectives, not to.
specific activities. (Bee 2lso PirestoneYand Corbett, 1981.) -

We believe that this explanation is more,playsible than the first,
for it takes into account findings that have peen presented elsewhere
in this volume. To aumarizg, what the field agent does fz(om week to week
is iedh important than the general st:ategy_‘that motivates his or her choice

of activities, the constraints that are placed upon his or her choices by the
— 1% [ g [ Y £
ovarall design of the job, and the izmediate decisions and intetventions .

which are not necessarily part of a more conscivusly arrived at role definttion.

e -
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The Influence of Selectjon, Job Design, and Ongoing Management on Field hgent
Roles and Activities .
i . N '

P }hi% gection deals with variables which preaumably can be treated by
.managers of field agents: the personal characteridtics of individuals

selected for field agent*positions, the training a@d,support given to these -
individuals, and two key aspects of job design, préject narginality and the .
percentage of time committed to the job. ¢ ¢ - .

PersonaI,Characterietics. Anong the personal characteristics shich ~

were examined in :elationahip to roles and activities were age, teaching
experiencep innovativeness, and skills. Skills were assessed through a.
battery of items in the second survey of field agents, and as descr ibed

Chapter 3, responses were reduced to three scal}s using gactor analysis: 1
' ‘

The correlations of roles and activitiea.with age, teaching experi-

" change skills, communication skills, and use-of-power skills.

ence, and innovativeness are ehown in Table 7-3. The results show that

- teaching experience®c-and, to.a lesser extent, age--are predictive of the

. amount of time spent on boundary-spanning activities. That is, younger field
agents with fewer years of teaching experience are more likely to spend time

on this kind of activity. They are also more likely to assume the recle of a
gereralist-coordinator. Older agents® are more ligfly to perform as content

specialists. ~
Innovativedess is negatively-;eAated to activities with teachers

and to professional development. The latter relationship fa logical becauee

part of what makes a fleld agent innovative is self-reliance and originality;

thus, the fewer Opportunities there are for profedsional development in tﬁt

field agent role, the more the agent must rely on his or her own reso ces:

FPield agents who spend time working with individual teachers have a glear” .
personal profile. - The more time that i{s spent on activities with
the less the field agents perceive themselves as fnnovative and the leaa /
likely they are to see themselves as being gkilled in any of th¢ areas tapped

by our survey (see Table 7-4). -’ﬁoreover, as ‘Indicated earliey, the, amount of

time spent on activities with teachers is Regatively relatig to the field .

agents' sense of efficacy.
The most striking aspect of the analysis presented in Table 7-4 is

tﬁ?en roles and activities

hemselves as being ekilled in

that thera azemgc“nanzhnggative relationships
and the extent to which field agents perceive

J—a
M
@a
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Table 7-=3

- S

SIGHIFICANT CORBEI:ATIDNS OF ROLES AND ACTIVITIES
« WITH AGE, TEACHING EXPERIENCE, AND INNOVATIVENESS
N r

‘ : *Significante
— *#*gignificance

*

IA 1A

.10
«05

. ' !
> . :. / .
' N -
. Teaching
) ) Age Experience Innovativeness
Proéran Change Expert. R
. , '
- Roles Content- Specialist,- <30%% . -
-~ M . -
~ Generalist-Coordinator = 44kn]. —.33%n
o ' . -
Boufidary Spanning -, 28%% O Y AL
“Activities ] Budget Management / N
‘ o
' Activities with Teachers Y.oa.20%
~ =~ " "\ professional Development . > -, 24w
- : ,—"‘_
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i Table 7-~4
R L3 I -
SIGNIFICANT CORRELATIONS OF ROLES AND ACTIVITIES
'~ , WITH SELP-REPORTED SKILLS
* ' . -
‘ * . ﬁ \ » - ’
. Change Communication Bffective
. 1 fkills . Skills ' Uge of "Power
Progrm'(;hangé Expert ~.23% —. 3504
" Roles Content Specialist «20% :
u -
v ) Generalist-Coordinator - . ‘
/ . )
r Boundary'. Spanning . =362 ’ — 430t
L] . - ' P .
‘ . m:t:i.vit:i.es< Budget Management - -.24* .
A‘ctivitiea, with Teachers -, 20% ’ -.24*:, LT = 24
' kProfeaaional Development . . .
l« < .
> C, *Significance - .10 -
) s*gignificance < .05 .
- - / *
/
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communication and the effective use of power. (Hote that communication

skills , and the effective uae of power are highly co::elated. r = .86, sign.'

.05.) Since the strongest negative relationshipe are with the program change

agent role and boundary-spanning activities, a conclusion one might draw from .

this analysis is that field agents who stress their communication gkills and

unde:standing of the power structure are mo:e ﬂkely to assume a low profile

and be more paasive in their,:elationships with sites. The factors of

age and experience may also enter into the explanation of this finding.

Older and more experienced agents are, as we have seen, less likely to act

as boundarxaspanne:s-a;d they are also more'likely‘tsﬁemphasize their

ability to communicate and use power effectiveiy {see Table 7-8, at the end

of the chapter). Older agents may be more likely to adopt roles which

emphagize their ability to understand and work within existing social settings

than to challenge the status quo.,” ‘ ’
Bowever. cinonical analyses of the relationships between the sets of '

roles and activities and the set of skills yielddd no significant co::elationqi;‘}

- *‘Job Design. The percentage of time committed to the field agent v

position appears to have had little beaiing on the extent to which various

rolés and activities were performed (Table 7-5). The orly significant .

relationship between percentage time commitment and roles or activities is
with the role of program change expert {r = .29, sig .10).

The extent to which field .agents perform certain roles is clearly
related to both types of marginality {Table 7-5). In particular, the lower
the agents' local marginality store--qpst typically, the closer they feel to
the host organization--the more likely they are to perfqrm as a program ‘
change expert. On the one hand, this appears to be reasonable, since the_
role of program change expert‘is rhlativeiy intrusive one, and an agent
might be less likely to feel comfzttable performing it without a secure
organizational base. This line of reasoning may also be used to explain the
negative :elationship between boundary-spanning activities and local margin~- ]
ality. while 1oca1 marginality is negatively :elated to the agent s willing~
ness to engage in the higher initiative boundary-spanning activities and
program change'fele, project marginality does not hinder this behavior. This
finding again“confirms the importance of examining marginality in terms of
different sets of organizational settings in which the boundary spanner must
operate. 'Project mazginality‘is.’in fact, poaitively related to the per-~

- . A
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Table 7-5 ) - Vo,
N
SIGNIFICANT CORRELATIONS OF ROLES AND ACTIVITIES
L] WITH SELF-REPORTED SKILLS "
Y 3’ s
. Percentage| Project Local
RODU - Marginality Marginality
. Program Change Expert J20% J29k# - 27%
Roles - ; Content Specialist o34RE .
¢ ’ - ' :
Generalist-Coordinator \
’Boundary—SPanniné 1 Y o= 30%
Activities | Budget Panagement -
Activit{es with Teachers ”
: . {_Professional Development . ,
. + M8ignificance < 10 -
Lo *ssighjficance 5 .05 ~ -
- - * ) ‘- ]: O ’
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.v"!' formanc of” the ﬁrog change expert roke. If we synthesize these two .
. findings and are willin to speculate a little, it appears that, where a h*gh -
.‘:‘_/"' ' initiative external ‘t:hange r.ole is needed, it jis important to ensure that the

aigent i.g!ptf&ched to the host organization, but not so locally yested that he
. or ghe does not ide',htify.with the demands and requirements of the more
. tant sponspring organization. The eftective prrogram change, ex'pert na "

T : ehecessarily, gerve two'masters. . . ’
3 ) 'rr%ining and Suppdrt. ‘The training variables examined in re tion- k \
: ship tearoles and activities included aggregate measures of the e n
whicﬁ.%ning was received in a number of content areas, the. usefulness of 4

. 2. the training that was received, the'appropriateness of the amount of tra{ning .
. .2:\, . receﬁed in each area, and the timeliness of the training. Very few signifi-
- . cant correlations were fouhd, and these were quite Bcattered. The appr,,opriate-
ness of the amonmt of. ttainir}g regeived was negatively related fo performance

&
* % as a, content specialist (r = 3,36, sﬂ;,.wm the amount of time gpent
n professional develo;rnent (r = -.24, sig .10). fThe tfmeliness of the -

raining was positively related,to the amount o,f time spent on boundary-spann-

- . ing activities {(r = .26, sig .1G). (See. Spencer and Louis,” 1980 for a more

*

" # " Si1ed dtscussion. ) c e : ‘ \

The influence of various role partners on field agent» roles and .
. agt ies was quite strong, as shovm in Table 7-6. This analysis included
r ﬂeveral menbeg of the field agent 8 Bsupport system--proje?t director,
project evaluator, and immediate supervisor. Where the project director's
\ ¥ nfluence was relatively strong, the field agent tended towards higher levels
" of performance in the roles of program change expert and content specialist.
The project evaluator 8 influence is also related to performance a8 a program
change expert,.while thg supervisor's inf;uence is related to perfbrmance as
. a coutent special -gnnd a generalist-coordinator.. .
. ‘mé anount of time spen‘t on boundary-spann-ing activities "is ‘related .
° to the levels. of influence of all threee role pactnels. One possible inter-
- pretation is that higher levels of bounda&{-spanning activities invg’ive
increased contact with role partpers at all lev@ls, thus increasing the
Enfluence on the field

-+ agentt . .

opportunity £or these role oartners to exert a
L] r

L1
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. . Table 7-6 -

WITH INFLUERCE OF

QUS..ROLE PARTNERS

SIGNIPICANT CORRELATIONGNOP ROLES AND ACTIVITIES

L} L _-__;1 -
’ - ‘ :>
-~ ) . Project Project "
. » Birector Evaluator Supervisor
. Influence Influence Influence’
. ’ Program Change Expert W23% o 26%%
‘ Roles Content Specialist J21% .23
T Generalist-Coordinator T 28w
1 L3
: e
~ [ Boundaty-Spanning +59%% 280 ARk
.. . T
Activitiess] Budget Management . ) .
. v’ AWitiea with Teachers|  .25%*
™ . \Ptofessional Development . «39%%
. T,
-~ - -~ —
. i . Y < ‘
, . *Significance - »o 5, .
é ‘a*gignificance & .05 . ) .
” ' . ” -
33 -
L ]
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Bowever, this explanation_igno:es the fact that most of what'goes on
under the title of ‘bOundary spanning” involves being in the field and out of
cOntact with supervisors in cither the host or the project. In fact, if tne
indicato:s making up the bounda:y-spanning role are recalleé, they involve
far wore eaphasis on the field than on the office: .travelling from site .

to aite, meeting with small planning groups in the schools, prcmoting or
explaining the program, and organizing, preparing or delivering materials.
The only projector host-oriented components are writing reports and meeting

with project staff. Thus, it seems more likely that more intensive bounda:y- ’

spanning activities are caused hy the exgectations of local and project
supervisors than that boundary—spanning activities inc:ease contacts with,
and thus the influence of, supervisors. ’ '

Table 7-7 shows that frequency of interaction with members of the
field agent's support system is a good predictor of field agent roles and
activities. Some differences in the pattern of relationships are worth
noting. First, althOugh the supervisor's influence is related to performance
as a content gpecialist and a generali -coordinator, the frequency of
inte;action with the supervisor is related to performance as a program change

-

expert. Second, tﬁafe is a relatively strong negative correlation between

the amount of time spent on bugget management and the frequency of interaction

with~the project evaluatok; however, this is probably an artifact of the

delegatipn of responsibilities within projects. As expected; bcundarYr

spanning activities are pcsitively correlated with support from all levels.
Before leaving the topic of how role partners influence the agent,

we should loci for the forest amidst the trees. The most significant finding

from a management perspective is that influence from all role partners

tends to be positively reinfo:cing._ We do not finé, for example, that.
inéluence from the project director is positively correlated with boundary~
spanning activitiea, while influence from the host supervisor is negatively
correlated with this role. This finding extends also to the influence of
site administrators, which is positively correlated with bot boundary-
spanning activities and activities with teachers (r = .41 and .26, sig .05)
{see Table 7-8 at the end of this chapter): Although we found eaElier that
increasing influence from multiple :ole partners "tends to significantly
augment :epo:ted apd inferred role conflict, this does not necessarily mean

-
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. , Table 7-7 . -
+ ' TORRBLATIONS OF ROLES AND ACTIVITIES [~
", y WITH SURPORT\FROM VARIOUS ROLE PARTNERS
L L A '—4 )
" ‘ .
R J Project Project
. Director Evaluator Supervisor
J < Bupport Evaluator Support
4
' . . . Tl
Program Chang'e Expert Rch L) 23300 «26%
:Content Specialigt
Generalist-Coordinator § . v
. , . , - . ’
[ Boundary spanning 490 J35%% .38%%
Budget Management ' . T, 3200
3 - . )
Activities with Teachers i
" * e
| Professional” Development .26%
- r
*ngnificance < .10 L.
**8ignificance S Los-, . KO
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'* that role partners are sending signals that are s0 oppogite and nixed that
) the agent is expected to act in entirely ﬁiffetent ways.

4
Conclusion ;
— The mjor finding of the preceding :analysis is that interpetsonal .

relationships have a strong influence on what field agents 0. All tole
partnex_:s--including members of the field agent's suppqtt sydten, as well as
site administrators~-are able to influence some aspect of the field agent's ’
roles or activities.

Other factors influencing the field agent's roles and activities
include ths agent's age and experience. The percentage time commitment to
the field agent positigh, although expected to have an influence, is rela-
tively uni.mportant. Characteristics of the field agent's ttaining also have
little influence. _ \ _ C

The direct relationships between what field‘agents do and the field
agent's sense of efficacy and joi: satisfaction are relatively weak, yet the
field agent's performance of different roles and qctivitie‘s have a significant
- effect on perceived rolé conflict. "

Finally, although we know that the extensiveness oﬂa field agent's

L

involvemenﬁ' and influence in local change efforts'is positively related

,  to successful school change, the analyses in this chapter showed little
‘ relationship between what field agents do and the field agent's petceptions
. ) of. site performance and ptogtam syiccess. Again, the poss bility that our
R measure £ tole's\ and sctiviti-es are too general té_ptodu:\e differences in
\\oﬁfhduld ‘be noted. It is also pedsible that the field agents® per~
ceptions are »n:ot adequate measures of Bite Putco&es. . .
¢
» ’ - 4 * » ) ' Y ?
. — .
. ) ‘ » ¢ )
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THE NORTHEAST PFIELD AGENT IN ACTION: A CASE* . .
Beverly Loy Taylor - . -

- 3

o - - -

The Northeast field agent sefmb to typify fogused energy, enthusiasm
bound ‘up with ciearheaded thinking. One gets a sense of her straightforward-
nass, partl}r from the way she looks directly at pgople, and partly thm the “
problem-solving orientation that ghe brings to her work. _ ¥ o
Workf@' as a community organizer in the late 19’60'3’, the Northealt A
field agent became involved in adult education and. t;aining, an interest
which expanded from on-the-job exploration to a master's degree in adult
education. During that time, she also grew proficient in organization
developaent skills, which she has applied to independent cona_ulting. .
*Joining her agency in the aurmer of 1975, she served in two ca}paqi-
ties, both of which proved to be excellent ‘training for her subaequent role
as an RDU f£ield agent. Pirst, stg.worked as a field agent for the Naticnal
Diffusion Network State Pacilitator, Project. Second, she coordinated, as
well as participated in, a project alned at helping groups of local school
administrators define their educaticnal planning and n.anag_ement needs, select
a suitable inservice pre progran, and create a plan for using rewly abtquired
skills in their own districts. ,
+ Unlike most other field agents in the RDU program, the Kortheast
agent had never tla;_ugbt in the public schools, a fact which she was quick to
point out to the school people with whom she was working, and one which she
cne'to regard as a‘ pl}ls: Y e ) "

- L
’ - . N . -
All of zf work has‘been with adults and small groups. I .
1stressed that I was a teacher of adults, not of children. .
Because I wasn't coming in as, an expert teacher of kids,
I didn't see myself as helping teachers in that way, and
. . they felt comfortable knowing that I*wasn't coming in to
' judge_their teaching. . '

*‘I‘h:ls chapter was adapted from Bev.erly Loy Taylor, The Inside .

Outsiders, Andover, MA: The NETWORK, 1980, pp. 86-126. The full report, .
which contains case studies of two additional agents, may be obtained .
fron The m!mmt. 3 . .
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Furthermore, . . ’ I}

» - - ‘
I wasn't defensive abbut not having a public school back-
ground. My skills were in a different area, and besides,
- my first year at the agency provided me with the opportu-
nity to go and work,with a lot of different-schools.
" By the time Y joined this project, I knew a lot about
* schodls and how they worked.

-Poi.nj:ing to the focus of the proje‘ct op working with site-level
ﬁfanning groupsj the agent notéd t:hat one of the major attributes she

brought to the position was her extensive experience with group processes.
She meritioned in particular such activi.«t_:i\ea as group ptoblem—aolving, tean
building, deqiaion making, and ::onilict management. Another strength noted
by an observer is her ta.nge‘of interperscnal skills: comtunicating, active
listening, supporting and reinforcing,, and counseling. A third strong point
inv’olvea her Knowledge of organization issues: w

I know how to analyze otgani.z,atioﬁa, who the key people
. are and how to work with them. I'm good at understanding
* people's roles a.nd\:ee situations from different points
of view within an obgani on. I can help pecple negotiate
- by intetpteting' different petapectivea to them.

The one area in which she felt she needed some help was feading theory,
since she didn’'t have the slightest acquaintance with’it:

MalcQlm Knowles says that a process consultant doesn't have
to know anything about’ the content, but I disagree. During

' that first year, when people were arguing about different
notions of reading, I had to know enough about it to be able
to intervene, even if it was just to know when to say I .
didn't understand or to make sure everybody in the group

- s knew what was going on. ] L]

Although she doesn't claim to be a reading expert now, the Northeast field
agent has learned a lot about the atee through the project's training and her
own efforts, which provided her with the proper grounding. ’

© The overall impression of the Northeast field agent is of an ex-
perienced, self-reliant person who took responsibility for her work at
het. sites and for getting her own needs met. She is a self-learner and a

seeker of inf8mation when she feels she needs it.

. - 143
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The agenéy in which the Nogtheast fiéld'agent works is a nonprofit
educational servige organizatign that prdvides training and technical
assistance to public and non-public schools, ;ntermediate service‘agedcies,
colleges and universities, and funded educational projects. while historical-
ly a serviCe oorganization, the agency has recently become involved in coordi-
nating a multi-agency research effort to gtudy school improvement programs in
ten states. It ha; the State Pacllitator project, and also provides technical
assistance to model programo for the handicapped and to Title 1 d;monstration
projects, The agency teems witg'activity on its three floors, and even tne
basemept level has been.converted to work space, The ambience is cheery'and
good-n;tured with muéh joking and bustling, and people pitching in during’
crunches of activity to help each other. . ) 7
i - ‘ ~ \\ -t
The Agent's Perception of Her FRole o

The Northeast 'field agent regarded the major goals guiding her -

work ass
“ .

® diffuging-R&D outcomes to focal schools,
e facilitating the change process, and

e creating an awareness of a systematic problem-
solving process among school staff. -

welcoming the intensive, long-term relationships with a few schools,
the field agent perceived her role in two .ways. Pirst, she considered
herself to be “manager of the change process,” functioning in five majon role
AN

categories.1
. '/7«
e process enabler--organizing and guiding a multi-constituent
group in communicating ideas, determining needs, making decisions,
managing conflicts, and solving problems; t

° resource.arranger--planning and setting up training events and
statewide tonferences, making certain that materials were available,
providing financial help, and arranging for appropriate consultants;

e information 1inker--providing needed information on processess
‘. materials, and other resources, as well as conmecting group 4
members to other information givérs; \ » " LR

\

o coordinator--smootlting the way for planning ‘and implementation
activities, arranging for substitute teachers, opening communica-
tion between central administtation and school, and timing group
events to fit with district and school concernsg; and

e. ohserver/recorder--preparing group stdtenents, writing minutes of
meetings for school records, keeping accurate accounts of site events.

sy v

\
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o E Second, she saw herself as a "gonsultant to managers,” meaning .
principals, focusing on organizational consulting, guiding, the process, and
helping brincipals to be more effective. She viewed herself as being engaged
in organizational interventions, and because the project had a building
focus, felt that she got max imum leverage from working most directly with
principals. She considers this a "classic OD approach, a top~-down model
starting with the principal, but including participative aspects of working
with teachers in dggision making.”

" Within mﬁ
strong focusing and initiating role. She chaired the groups at the sites,
led the meetings actively, pus;!h them to do some things to get more informa-

te planning groups, the Northeast field agent played a

tion, and pressed them to make decisions. She stated that she "almost always ~
stood back and metely facilitated group decision making,' though about one

site she remarked: R . ” !

-
-+ ~

' *I. thought they were never going to decide, z0 I said ' .
. "Okay, this-is what I think yfu should do.” They said,
"Oh po, we don’t want to do that." At least it helped N
\‘ them decide what they didn't.want: . .
lAJ.though she never participated in the actual decision, she did her best
" to push the group along to make it. For example, at another site which
had narrowed its choices to two grograms bot could not reach a decision,
she developed a ccmparison sheet of the pros and cons.of both programs,
which the group'then used as a basis for discussion.’
She felt herself to be in control of the decision-making groups,
\inasmuch as she 1ed the meetings, and described it as appropriate, and .
helpful for them, to have ﬁoogbody outside the district play that role.” In
fact, the superintendent in one district told her: *I think you are trusted
. here and perceived as ijective by all parties....They believe that you work
in the best intfrests of everybodg and that you are an gbjective outsider."
Interestingly, this "outsider" was perceived as an."insider” by a principal . .
at another site iate into the third year of the project. The} were discussing
" his idea to bring in an outside consultant to lead a staff meeting on concerns
over reassignment, early retirement, accompanying rumors, and so on. When
the field agent offered to lead the meeting, the principal responded:
"You're not really an outsider anyn re. You' re seen ag\part of the group,
and even though you night do a good job and I might be wrong, it doesn't feel
like having a neutral outsider.”
145 ) . . -
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o At the outset of the project, the Northeast agené.designed h;r-role,
basha on the@guidelinebtcOntained 1n the proposal and, late:} on the @ile-
gtones as they were formulated, and operated quite 1ndependent1y. She
recalls that her mission® during thp.first year was clanr, and she knew
exactly what had to be done. This first-year clarity, however, bégan to
dissolve once the planning groups hq@ passed the program selection point and L

become involved in implementation issues: - ~ * o . ¢
v . Co o —
We passed through the decision-making process, and I had -
to figure out my new role during implementdtion. That's
a problem for process consultants involv source
' utilization--when people start implementing, the\ nded a
lot of specific help:- I couldn't possibly becomeyan '
- expert in all thé@e prodrams, so I had to redefingd what
I was doing. It was 4 real crisis for awhile. .

-

Her role.sQifted from that of a process consultant to’a trogbleshooter as
implementation got under way:' ) ‘ A ’
- - - [

I ptarted visiting classrooms, just as a way to keep my- L
self visible in the school, but then I found that teachers
liked it. They felt supported. - I discovered that it was
also a good way to gather-information on how things were

. going, what troubles existed. i

-~ .

The field a%gﬁt wag able to figure out what needed to be done, whom
to call together, what consultants might be helpful, how to involve the
principal wi@ho&t Eompromising teachers' positions. But, she adds:

It ;ould have been easier on me if I didn't have to £ill

up 100 percent of my time. I kept thinking, "I should be .

doing more than I'm doing,” but I couldn't figure out what. ¢£§
Belieﬁing that her rcle definition was crig}cal, both to her and to the
schools, she decided to involve thg_s:lt:e

ple‘in the task by negotiating
the next. As a
bleshooting function and

"signed on® for such work as providing assistance with evaluation, including

with them what functions s%e would perform
result of these negotiations, she continued he

development of student and teacher surveys; aiding a principal in %tructur-
ing his new plan for establislring task forces on organizational issues like
ghllding use and community relations; meeting monthly with the site planning
groups; and encouraging diffusion of the new programs within and beyond

. ”~
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the district. Ngg&tiating heirrole with all of her sit%s proved to be a_

successful strategy: it not only resolved her queétions, but it also fit

well with her process orientation and consultant stance. BHow much influence

the agencgy eiéftpd on her interpretation of her role in the second and tﬁi:é
year is unclear. She sought help from seve gency people (the agency
di:ecto:t her supervisor, other agents), and it may be that out of these

consultations arose the notion of her role negotiations with sites.

-
L]

The Pield Agent's Use of Resources - L -

: The Northeast field agent seemed to rely on the resources provided

by the project staff and by her agency somewhat more than any other resources

’ Ehat may have been available. For instance, of the wide array of resources
made available through the central project, she mentioned the following as
e

having particular value for her:
~ 1 .
¢ : The network of field°agents.‘ She felt herself to be a part of
a network of field agents in the project, though she confesses
not doing much to express this feeling, other than calling very
occasionally to talk over ideas. She also spoke of the "bridge®
that seemed to exist between NDN State Pacilitators and RDU field
agents, ‘noting that her network encompassed other field agents in
her agency.

e Project meetings. fThe Northeast field agent considered. the
“training sessions, particularly those in the early portion of the
project, to be extremely useful. Moreover, she considered the
sharing sessions of the mgetings very valuable:. "Getting together
was always wonderful . People were really good about listening to
each other, engaging in each other's problems, giving advice.

That was the best part of those meetingsjior me.',:ii

¢ Central Project personnel. The Northeast field agent used the
cent:a; project personnel frequently for bouncing ideas and
getting new ones. Of her primary contact, she said, "fe acted as
a consultant to me. I often sought him out to talk through as
problem. Be had something of a therapist mede, which was helpful,
if a bit limited at times.®™ She tended also torseek out the -
project director, whom she desdribed as "a real good consultant,
especially skilled at providing alternative strategies and at

b helping me to think through all the issues.”

e Other resources. The Northeast field agent found the project's
proposal to be an invaluable guide to the tasks and the approach
expected of field agents. “SHe referred to the proposal as a
*blueprint,” particularly for the first Year. Other resources,
such as a collection of articles, indexed for field agents, she
also found useful.

] hd -
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The Hortheast field agent also cited other types of resources

-
»

provided by her home agencys:

e The agency supervisor. The Rortheast fieid agent said of her .
supervisor:, ®I never really used him as a consultant, because

he's not a field person. But we would work through some things. .
He was always supportive and always made himself available to me.

It was geod for me to have that ongoing person to talk to." The
supervisor referred to himself as a "ready ear™ for her, noting

that the field‘agent had strong ideas about what ghe wanted to do.
Their regular contact lessened during the third year of the-project,
vhen it seemed to consist mostly of occasional updates and work
Plan checks., - .

o

&

® Other agency people. The field agent felt that ghe had a Yrarge
stable of talent ple available to her, people quite gkilled \
at doing the kind*of work she was engaged in at her sites, She
stated that she used them very frequently by structuring discussions
o with them and by informally bouncing ideas off them, and added:
T%It's really been helpful to be in an-agency where there are other
diffusion activities going on. People know people, so it was
always easy to get good recommendations for trainers and to get
connected with other project people .” ‘

- a
L] " .

Hhile the field agent was comforted by the ready availability of resOurces
both within her hoe agency and at the project level, ‘she gives the overall
impression of not needing much help. One #enses that it is important for her
to be self-reliant, to call upon others only when necessary. This notion
comes out clearly, in fact, in a discussion cegarding her desire to establish

an ongoing relationship with an agency supervisor, in which she stated: ‘
’ I don't like to seek out help. It's-always a problem for me,
I usually wait until I'm desperate before asking for help, *
unless there 18 some mechatMsm that encourages discussion

on a regular basis. Then I'm inclined to ask for help as

I need it, I'decided to try to head off that kind of situ- !
ation by getting a regular fonnection with someone at the

agency. “ , - Vs \

The Pield Agent in Action ' - !

For all three years of the project, the Northeast field agent devoted .
100 percent of her time to the field agent position. She spent about 20 5
days per year at each of her four sites duzing the first two years, less
during the third. The first Yyear involved bi—dﬁekly meetings with the
siﬁf‘planning groups; meetings with principals, assistant principals, curri-

culum coordinators, and assistant superintendents; training sessions; and
) . 148
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informal chats with teachers and other district personnel. She estimated (
that documentatbon of her actfvities that year regu:red approximately 15-20 \\/}

+ - . -

. percent of her time. \ L .
JThe Tecond and third_years of the project called for a shift 1;\‘\\\\

focus and application of her skills as the school people moved into imple-
. mentation and theh routinization of their new programs. While-she continued
meeting regularly with_ the planning groups (about once a mdnth), she also
took on a new function: troubleshooting. The third year was a continuation
of the second, with an additional"component of pettling the program into
.. a more or less permanent niche and exploring ways of diffusing it within
the districti\ The amount of time required for documentation rfgfaudged .
to have dec eesed to about 10-15 percént for these years. _
. « Five major phases of the ffeld agent's’ work (entry fhto the sites,
problem identification, program selection, training and implementation,
and disengagement) provide the framework for looking more closely at the |
Hortheast ﬁield agent 8 activities at two of her four sites: Bridgetown,
an elementary*school in a small port city, and Jefferson, an elementary _‘r
. school in a suburban community.
‘ The Sites. Located in a once-thriving port city that has experienced
a strong shift from a predqminantly.;hite working- and middle-class population

. . to-a black and Puerto Rican welfare.one, the Bridgetown school has been

.characterized as®one of the few remaining hopes in the midst of decline.
The city has lost half.its population {now about 25,000) in the past 10 .
. yearsg, mcstly as a result of a great fire that swept the city, destroying
" much of-the middle—class'r;sidential area and the small manufacturing piants.
. Half of the population now survive on welfare or Social Security. The , —
schools have aggressively sought. and obtained federal and state funding; as T
’/the largest elementary school, Bridgetdun receives a lion' s share of Title I
money, It draws students from the remaining white families ‘as well as the
black {about 12 percent) and Puerto Rican {25 percent) communities, split
about equally betwebn welfare and working class, with another 10 percent from
the middle-niddle class. Serving about 1300 studénts in K-8, Bridgetown « )
hous®s seventh dﬁdseighth.graders in two wingd, each administered by an
assistant principah ;reachers are mostly yourig and white, often wor‘k‘ing on a

" provisional basis, given the ever-presufft tHreat of staff cuts due to’ the ;‘
shrinking tax base. They craate a warnm climate in the school, and’ seem
" ) '.u T <. O
’ 13 - ] -Qw e
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to care a lot about the kids. The new principal was brouéhtrinto'the school
in September 1976, when the previous ¢ne retired. Reading comprehension )
proves to be the main prbblem area, made more complex by the ethnic diversity
of the students.

*‘Jefferson is situated in a suburban community of approximately
19,000 people, 99 percent of whom are white, and mostly working class, wo
commute to one of the two large cities located 30 miles away. The citizens
have been described as anti-education and anti-intellectual, and are well
noteﬂ for their tight hold on public spending, a fact well underscored by
their defeat of striking teachers: they refused to meet any of the teacher .
demands and the court proceeded to jail a few teachers as well. The community
has a.substantial group of Italian- and Franco-Americana. “Jefferson is the
largest of the elementary scnools; its staff of 25 serve over 600 students in
an olde£ Quilding that was renovated several years ago to create "open space"
el sarcomc--large, rectangular open areas staffed by teacher teams of three
working with about 75 students. The open space was mandated by the central
office and doesn't ait too well with the gtaff and some of the community.
The principal has been characterized as paternalistic yet democratic, caring
and extremely Qupportive. He eats lunch with_the studentq,ep that he can
chat with them, and he enjoys.a clgose working relationship with the teachers
in his building, one that persisted throughout the bitter and unsucccesful
strike. Student achievement scores in reading were the lowest in the district,
but not severely low compared with national averages. The.main need seems to
be of creating continuity in the language arts program. ) "
v M‘ The field agent 8 firsp contact with the Bridgetown site
,occurred in June }976 when she met,with the asdistant superintendent and the
two assistant principals to give an overview of the project and to answer any
initial questions. A follow-up meeting in early September included the new .,
prlgcipal and consisted of a review ;E_:Be ﬁtoject design and a discussion of
the site planning group--its function,_membership, ‘tasks, and meeting schedule.
A list of criteria were developed for membership of the group, and dates were
set for ,a prebentation to the whole faculty as well as for individual inter-~

views with random}y selected teachers. The field agent noted happily:

-
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The Bridgetown péople are enthusiastic, intelligent, and
gensitive to the iasues. They raised issues that I would
have had to if they were not so skilled, like criteria for
group membership and the need for developing support for ¥
the program in different parts of the school community. 5

- (Hjéah' I was impresged with the principal who summed up ideas

and at the erd of the meeting asked, 'Hhat are our next
steps?,” then began outlining then. ‘I'm looking forward
to working with these people’.

- -
AboutISO people'attended the faculty presentation in mid-Sgptember,
and the field agent said, “The tong,of'zhe rmeeting was very much one of
administrative support for the program.” She was pleased with the friendly
nature of the session, and noted with some admiration that the sghool people
had thought to invite a parent, who"was present, and wh6 pad agreed to serve

- oh the site planning group. .

The first neetiﬁg of the group' was held in late October and involved

an overview of the project and the group's role in it, as well as the beginn-

ings of identifying the reading problems at the school. The field agent

handed out an inVentory for assessing individuals’ views of the strengths and
weaknesgses of the district 8 curriculum improvement effort. The meeting was

LY

relatively short, and the agent commented:

This was an exceptionally nice group, but a little odd in its
compogition. There were no parents and an awful 1ot of

« administrators. A few didn't seem to have much connection
with the Bridgetown school. But, I was very impressed with
the way they listened to one another and with their commitment

to the work ahead.

Membetship was altered, to bring in more teachers and to drop thé*
"extraneous"” éeople. In this move, the Title I director appointed a Title
I teacher to take her place, which had later conse;uences for the preogram.
Two pirents were added to the group. The principal, new to the district .
and to the echool, decided to delegate rggponsibility for the project to one
Of the assistant principals, so that he could tend to his other duties.
Although he still attended the group's meetings, his role was of a quieter
nature, and the assistant principal took over the ;ork of arranging meetings
with the field agent and carrying ocut the, school-end logistical.tasks. The
field ageht came to view the principal as "not obstructive, but just not .
seeing the project as his program. 1In his mind, he thought he was being
supportive.” ﬁ- / .
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N Entry into Jeffe:isn was onlyga-bit less even than at Bridgetown. A
June 1976 meeting with the principal and two reading specialists was followed
by a second overview meeting in September with the principal and the new
langyage arts and reading coordinator for the district, who would serve

as the central office representative to the site planning group. At this
meeting thg nature of group membership and its funétion were agreed upon,

a8 well as the type of approach the agent would take at her presentation to

.the school faculty. The agent cailed this meeting more relaxed than the

first, noting that the principal seemed less harried and more open to the

concepts of the ComsQrtium. . , .

-~ The field agent gave a presentation at Jeffe:sén similar to the
one she had given in é:idgg@own. The whole staff came to this meeting, .
which was held on the first day of school. The field agent noted that
the principal “introduced me by the wzéng name® and she described the gquestion-
and-answer period in terms of*the few questions that were "slow in coming.
The group was not very responsive."™ Later, from the individual interviews
she conducted with teachers, she learned that the principal is generally
thought of as “"disorganized, oJE:wo:th and prone to promising things he

doesn't deliver.”
The first group meeting was a no-show, bagause the principal forgot

about it and failed to 1pvite people. The field agent took this time to

have a serious talk with the p:inciéal about things she could do to help him

1

and how their working relationship might be improved, Ste poinhed out that
she saw him and his scﬁool as her client and was availahle as a consyltant to
him on broader organizational issues as well. They egtabl{shed" some ground
rules, and gﬁe.agent later :ecozded; ' .

4 >
Even though I was very upset about this incident, it may
turn out tg be an important turning point in our relation-
ip....1I am going to have to work with him on organization
d follow through. W
< !

The grou 's first meeting took place in early November, and‘the field'
agentApelppd them “to catch up® by asking the principal to distfibute qggies
of the curriculum improvement inventory ahead of time, She thsn put their
;egponses to thé influential factors section of it on newsprint so they

could begin discussing them. The meeting went vegy well, and the agent was

. Pleased and surprised to note thdt there was considerable agféement in their

individually written Eesppnses to what they thought was the fain problem An
redding. ‘
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Problem Identification. The Northeast field agent propelled .

Ahe groups through this phase by conducting a state—wide conference for all

four sites in nid-November 1976. Coming at a point in the process when |
each group had met once or twice, the all-day meeting sted their initial - | l
,entﬂhsiasn, connected them to the "larger effort' of titeir involvenment in i
a state— and national-level project, gnd grounded them ln some techniques ‘
for defining curricular éroblens. Reporting how the state-wide conference

'hﬂd gone, the.tield agent‘uas very enthusiastic: \\\ \

t(_
Th}s day was an outstanding success! It served as a team .
building session for both the school,groups and the total -
group, a8 & training skssion in problem definition...and as
a work session where school teams madé progress on their
own work. )

Bridgetown had already wdrked on defining their main problem by
using a worksheét with existing gtate and desired state categor ies before-
goipg to the state~wide conference. Eaving developed & rough problem state=

ment at the conference, what remained for them was to refine it, which they
did at their Decembergmeeting. They then decided to get reactions to their\
problem statement by distributing it to the whole Bridge own faculty. To
energize a ‘draggy group 'meeting'd out” and fatigued from oliday actirpit es,
the field agent scheduledya. fuil ay retreat, away from theif work-a-day
concerns, for developing a final, problem statement that incorpor
resgonses to their draft, selectiing criteria for a suitable program, \
involving parents, . Hhose partici n by this time had become negli ibl .
This all-day meetingf‘geld in 1ate'January 1977, resulted in
problem statement. A good start was made on selecting program criteria
through the use of a curriculum,analyzer activity calling for thenm éb list
their preferred ttt;ibutes’of a good reading program and to share these
individual assessments with others in the group. The agent noted that ‘ —
this activity 8ti§§sd excellent discussion of many of the issues. One;page
prog:an descriptions and sample materials were distributed to group menbers,
who were asked to pair off and examine one program in depth according to the
curriculun analyzer so they could report to the uhole group by the next

neeting. .




- * ) y
Pbr'Jefferson, the state-wide conference provided the group~qith
the groundwork that enabled their relatively speedy resolution of the problen
identification phase. They had developed a survey and distributed it at
the parents open house. At thelr November meeting, they examined the'

results, most of’phich were positive and supportive. The field agen%

\ ) suggested they use the results of the teacher survey to try :.o develop a
problen statement, all the while keeping student outcomes in mind.

/prqged to'be a difficult and frustrating task fom them, but the
to produce a list of probleas that existed. Not feeling good About the way
the meetlng had gone, the agentrsought the principal's support and advice.
He suggested g;j:pshe mail copiea of the generated list of pﬁoblems to group
members §o0 the uld think about them before the next meeting. This idea
proved to be a good one. Using the problem statement worksheet from the b
state-wide conference, the agent guided the group thraugh the problem
statement Prqcess. at their next meeting in December. They were prepared fof
it, engaged in-the task readily, and accomplished the’work. The f£ield agent
had anticipated their success and opened a bottle of wine which she had
brought to celebrate the e¥ent. ~
‘ Program Selection. The field agent worked steadily with her sites to

encolirage them to look objectively and sz{ematically at varlous programs
before making a choice. At Bridgetown, when the group had difficulty
responding directly to her call for selection criteria, she Eonducted a
discussion of several reports on programs reviewed by pairs and listed what,
appearéd to her to be implicit requirements. She then presented this list.as
the beginnings of a set of selection criteria; the gréup ratified it and
added other possibilities. . ’

The group pushed for seeing programs in action right away, having
discarded several on the basis of‘their analyses of program materials.
Concerned that they "didn‘'t know what they need to know," the field agent,
aided then in developing an oBsFrvation chec%list to be used on site, and
suggested that they complete it before the next group meeting. She arranged
site visits to other schools to obsetve the two 'finalist' programs, and . '
accompanied selected members on one of the trips. When visits were completed,
she conducted & lengthy neeting in which the pros and cons of each program
were listed by the group and recorded on newsprint, a poll was taken, and the
regult was unanimous for one of them. 1In May 1977 a final vote was taken,

\‘l ‘ ‘ : LI IZO [ .
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with three oéze: teachers who had made site visits‘sitting in on the groué
neeting. Once again, the vote was unanimous for ratifying their first
choice. ' ’ - }

In early-January 1977 the -Jefferson pPlanning group {qEntified criteria
for a suitable programn and began to examine program description; with the use
of the curriculum! analyzer, Lo vhich the field ggenE had added some cate=-

gories. Said the agent: . .

k]

. . The curriculum analyzer activity has nége: failed to
. produce a stimulating discussion of what people think
are important elements in a turriculum. People were
really involved, anxious to share their answers and
to hear others, eager to discuss implications. I .
Played a.minimal facilitation role, which probably
. lelped to get things going and to probe areas that °
could have gotten glossed over. . . ,
The field agent coordinated a plan for pairs to examine program descriptions
and réport on their observations to the whole group by compar ing the Programs
. with the group's criteria. - .
o After six grograns hag been reviewed,‘and three eliminated, the
agént suggested the addition of another for consideration.. She delivered
actual program materials to the g:oub for study before the next g'pup
meeting, and repgsduced copies of their problem statement so they could ‘
.lgok at the programs with that as a frame of reference.- The principal
suggested a meeting "so the group could plan the school visits. I don't want
. éhen to just look around. They should know what they're looking ﬁb; and .
maybe we should develop an observation instrumert.” The agent suggested that
he conduct this portion of the meeting, while she wrote ideas op newsprint,
Aan arrangement that worked well and”resulted in a good, categorized list, '
The field agent made arrangements for tQF group to visit three
prograng in action, and also had prepared a program visit report form for
their use. The group elected to takk non-group members of the faculty
with them on the visits, a move described by, the agent as a "good, first
step toward communication with the rese .0f the faculty and a means of building
support as they go along.* She accompanied the group on one of the visfts .
as well. After the visits, one program was dropped from consideration,
the second was analyzed in a discussion of pros and cons led by field agent,
and the third was thoujht to require more visits by others. The field
agent was agked to make a presentation to'the entire faculty on the two
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contending programs because she was "objective and had no ax to grind. Alse,
as an outsider, she could catch flak.” The agent says: )‘

I presented each program in a pretty straightforward manner. .
There were scme questions after each and then more after I
had finished both. I posted newsprint sheets so t they N
all could see both programs' features side by sidey Mostly .
this was an information-gathering meeting for the faculty.

2 I got no clear indication from them for one program or the
other.. ¢

L 4 . ’

When several people started discussing a trial run of one progran,
with the idea that they could drop it if it did not work out right away, the
field agent took a strong stand: .

»

You should give your choice a real shot. Though you.can
drop it at a suitable time; you shouldn't go into it with
the idea that you can get out pretty quickly. And unless
+ I hear & lot of enthusiasm for the program, I would recom-
mend not choosing it because it 1s a difficult program e
and different from what the rest of the district is using.
The planning group polled teachers later on the two programs.
At their_nee%ing_in May, with the poli results heavily in favor of the
"difficult? program, the group began talking about training and i%plementa-
tion of it. The field agent asked if they were choosing this pragram, and
everyone said yes. The principal added, "It 'looks like a mandate to me.”
Training and Implementation. . The Northeast field &gent played
" a key role at_hoth sites in negotiating adequate district commitment to the
program inplementation with the central offjice. At Bridgetown, she was
'designated by the schoocl peopld as their representative to meet with the

assistant superintendent to bargj:I for district funds to support training

cogts of teachers’ pay and materials. At Jefferson, she and the principal
mat with the superintendent; the agent deserves the credit for obt;lning a
ccmnitment of $1200 to support the training sffort (where there had heen no
allotment previously). . She was firm in her approach and well informed on
district financial problems, but most of all, direct Ln saying what she
expecged in funding as an expression of district commitmeng to the progranm.
she—rpportdﬁs ' ) \

I am thrilled at the results of tiris meeting! The principaf‘ .

' is too, and I think he's giving me a certain amount of credit
’ for it. N * *

-
.

in additior to getting district financial "ceomitments, the field
agent worked with the groups at both sites to sketch out elements of the

Q b [
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implementation plan for use during the coming year. she arranged the training
session, which occurred in late Auguat 1977 and was attended by lO Bridge=- )
town and 19 Jefferson school people, as well as two representatives from NIE
and the project's "linker support specialist.” She attended the full-week
sessicn as observer/recorder, writing copious qg&fs of what was done, and
fOCusing particularly on areas that would call foi préparation’before imple-
mentation and on issues relating to the. progranm' s intersection wzth the rest

" of the school curriculum and staff. .

*She described her own role:
I found it wearing to be in a linking position this week. -
I was answering to a number of people: all of the teachers

g with their complaints and insecurities, the administrators
from the schools, the NIE folks, and .the trainey. It was
difficult to be in a position oé\s:vghg to troubleshoqt

4 for so many little problems and none of the benefits.

That is, all of the glory went to the trainer; all of the
camplaints and problems came to me.

. %
At Bridgetown, implementation proceeded fairly smoothly, with a

few ripples from the Title I director, who was feeling left out. . It was
left to the fielg agent to remind her sf her decisién to appoint a Title

I teacher to represent her on the planning ccamittee, and to calm her

by instituting regular update meetings with her. In addition, the agent

met monthly with.the prin&ipal to keep him apprised of the new adoption.
Two dayg were scheduled fof field agent interviews with teachers regarding
their goncerns and chinges ovgr the year, 50 that they could be compared
_with interview data obtained fat the outset of the project. The f£ield agent
met with a slimmed down'plan ing group about once a month to monitor the
implementation and correét any emerging problems. “

- At Jefferson, impleme tion was interrupted by a_brehkdown.in
teachers" contract negotiations in early September and a strike ghgt follgwed
soon afte:. There was great bitsprness betweenlteachers and the community,
during which time the Jefferson principal showed his colors in a strong
demonstration of his support and empathy with his staff. Much hugging |
took place on his doorstep at sbéike's end as teachefs returned from their
defeat at the hands of the community. Curiously, the teachers rallied and
plunged into implementation of the -new, and needless to say, dem?nding "

program. ~ . ’ .
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Inpleuentatién of the hew program proceeded, and the principal .
tepQ:ted betting gooq comments from parents who were already seeing a differ-
ence;in their child:en's reading behavior at hcme. The agent met monthly
with the planningfgtoup to monitor the program, and they developed a plan for
evaluation andIEOt informing parents more Bpecifically about the program.

" she wrote an article descti?ing it;, which appeared in the local newspaper,
and drafted a letter for the p:inéip&i's signature that, along with copies of
the a:ticle, was Bent out to parents. )

Follow-up t:aining was held at Brldgetown in late*January 1978 in
an all-day workshgp at the public 1ibrary. The field agent believed the
workshop answered some of the questions teachers had and eased their frustra-
tions. In late March the ébent met with five teachers to give them positive

- feedback and discuss ways of helping. . £
Meantipe, the- field agent met regularly with the plannfhg group x

‘,\::@ decided on an evaluation plan that included examination of student
papers, student interviews, and parent and teacher surveys. The agent
created the sBtudent Butvef herself, adapted a parent survey used elsggﬁer%!
and worked with the principal in developing the teacher survey, all of ) N
which were to be conducted in May 1978. ) , .
The fleld agent arranged a two-da¥ advanced training works@op in late
“June fér nine Bridgetown teachers and three administrators. She characterizéd
.~ "it as "pleasant, upbeat, for everyone," ccmmenti?? on the 8;111 of the
O trainer and the fact that it was a good time to review the first year
of implementation and solve those problens befo:e starting:the Becond.‘
At Jefferson a cu::iculum planning day 1n January 1978 was g&ven over

to an all-day,session on the new program sp that people could make Buggestions

n"January at a

.. for the next year. Follow-up training was arrangpd for
parent’'s home. In addition to the content assisthrnce é&ovid )

= Observed that it offered a much-needed social occhsion, inclu Eng a pleasant
dinner.- In FPebruary the agent arranged for a Bridgetown teacller to visit

., the agent

"Jefferson to share her experienceg in the program 2dpd offer help. The agent'si
meetings with thg planning group resulted in the deS\Bion to conduct Burveys
of Btuéénts (developed by the agent), teachers (developed by the agent and

.  principal), and parents (adapted by the agént from one used elsewhere). In
addition, achievement testg were scheduled to be administe:ei at the end of
April, and a final report to Fhe school qommittee wag prepared for the ‘June

meeting, . ,
A ' 17¢ ,
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The field agent planned and conduiied a state-wide conference

in“June 1978 for sharing what the four.school sites in the state had accom=-
plished during their first year of iﬁplementation. She planned an interest-
ing conparat{ve activity, which involved their £illing out an inventory}pf
how curriculun change takes place in their district, if and how people are
involved, how gatisfied they are with the process, and so on. Afte: di’_yss-
ing the results in the group, she then produced the same inventory, which
they had conpleted at the first state-wide conference in November 1976 (and

hadn't remembered £illing out before) and compared the results: >
. The discrepancy whs enormous. It was wonderful! Whereas
before they'd filled out low involvement, low satisfaction,
etc., this time around everything was marked high, and . -

'people said terrific things about how involved they felt.

'Disengagement. The Northeaqt field agent began the process of
disengagement in the ¥fall of 1978 when she started to pull back visibly

from each Of the sites. At Bridgetown, she met with the planning group
in September to talk about goals for the year. The group decided to disbanad,
and the .agent began meeting monthly with the district reading coordinator
to check on progress, discuss.parent fnvolvenent, and planp. dissemination
activities. Shé.also met regularly yith.the new assistant superintendent
to talk about further diffusion, bf school building, of the program. - %he
program had already started tc spread when teachers gave district presenta-
tions the previous year, which resulted in'teachers from other schools
getting trained in implementing the program. Parent involvement remained -
thin at Bridgetown, and the field agent's efforts to get the school to
mount a full-fledged evaluation of the program met with resistance.

The program itself was running well ("things are in pretty good
ghape, they're taking care of things,” she reported) with minimal assistance
needed. The agent encouraged two members of the staff to give a.presentation
at an urban conference sponsofgausf'ﬁgr-;EEncy and said they did a Pretty -
good job of it, but have not responded tc her other efforts to disseminate
informpation about their experiences witn the program. In’June she p-\bared
a final report for the assistant superintendent and administrators, in
which she gave a history uf the project and summed up what had resulted so
far. This report constituted a farewell, and a signal for ‘the end of her

»
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involvement there. éﬁé noEéd that she felttcon dent of the program's sta-
bility in the s=chool and added that the onlyA ing missing was good egalu-
ation data and a more cospopolitan approach to dissemipatiOn'activitiea*.

At “Jefferson theﬁEIEZd agent continued to meet regularly with the
" planning group and together they achieved more than Bridgetown did in the
way of evaluation and dissenination, both of which the agent considered to
be.a real part of the disengagemth phase. They worked on implementation
problems and recruited parents to yolunteer help in the program. The field
agent was most impressed by the‘Jefferson group's strong interest in digsegm~
ination, which was marked by their presentation at a reading conference, and,
most especially, b& their readiness to train some of their teachers to be
trainers’ for the new program. = . . E
) The field agent, having worked s0 closely with the principal through~
out the project, selected him as the likely candidate for continuing where
she left off. Part of her work that year, then, involved helping him to
°organi£e for taking over the details of keeping the prodram in goed running *
order. As with Bridgetown, the agent prepared a final report for the admin-
istrators that summarized the project and its achievements and served as a
goodbye to them. She left this site with very good'feelings aboutﬁthe
program's place in the school and predicted that it would live a long,life.

~ . ' o« ] 4
? -

Effects of the Field Agent's Role . .

Thgifield agent felt that her.}nvolvehent with the sites had resulted

Fa

in mostly positive effects on the schools, including: improved reading Y
achievement scores, an increase in %eachers knowledgeability about reading,

v e »

a commitment to the adopted programs, improved self-images fgr the participants,
an improved image for the schools in the eyes of district administrators and
parents, an Inclination to use similar pfoblem-solving proCesses to adliress
other issues, and (in three of‘the four sites) greater cohesiveness, with
teachers and principals working together as units.

Regarding the eftects of her role on her own personal and professional )

+

development,' the field agent listed these cunments:

e I think I've grown as a consultant and have learned mQre about
long-ternm consulting in organizations. My ser:confidence as a .,

! consultant has' increased. ~ )
o I learned a great deal about schools and ab0ut reading apd r
language arts. e .

T T L - 17€ Lo,
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e I had the opportu to operate my own project relatively autonomously
and to sycceed in it. I think I proved my worth to the agency and
bave since been given numerous opportunities to be ‘on panels, to
. do.workshops, to become a project director, to manage proposal-writing
effo:ts both in31da and outside of the agency. ’ <™~

e I really like the work and the intent to work over 2 long period of
time with school people. It was very satisfying to me,

e I learned Xore about the National Institute of Education and
. fpderal programs, and 'had the opportunity to rep:esent' field
agents at an NIE planning meeting. b

e I have had the opportunity to share my learnings through wo:kshoﬁe
in other states,.through American Educational Research Association -4\\‘

presentations, and through presentations at the Dissemination Forum.
N .

When asked what was most stressful about the field agent :ole for x
her, 1he field agent replied that there were two types of stress: (1) at
time; she felt isolated, ﬁ;t.a part of either the agency or the sites, and
{2} she was tenseq&*ﬁng the transitions between stdges of her work, when her
role haq\to change as 2 result of moving into a new phase.

She noted that 'this was one of the ‘best ;obs in the agency, because
I had autonom} in my work, independence in determining my role.” At the s
time, though, she points out that "this kind of field position carries no

power. It's really a steppingstone to a higher-level job." .

N . .
232125;2 / ' -

The case of the Northeast field pgent provides a vivid description of '?
the Variety of roles that field agents might be called upon to perform,
including most of the roles listed in our original su:vey questionnaire.

Most impo:tantly, she berved as a process helper, rébource person, and
coordinator. These roles were most evident during the initial stages of each
gite's participation in the project. ‘Bowever, unlike most field agents in
the RDU program, the Northeast field agent also made a successful transition
to a new role ‘definition wfien the task of leading sites through the process
of problem identifidhtion and program qslection wag completed. Thus, her
role in the second and.third years of the project included 2 heavy emphasis
on facilitating program implementation and\helping to design and conduct

program evaluations. . (”' ‘
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The case also p:oh{dps ample evidence of events which allowed the
agent to affect the-coulse of’change in both Bridgetown and Jefferson, and
how her bdaic roles were tailo:ed to speciftc needs at specific times in the
two schools. Fbt exanple, differentiated tesponses to unique schgg} settings
. are exemplified by the agent’s p:oposal of a full-day "retreat™ to motivate a
disinterested group at Bridgetown, and the agent's stzong stand regarding a
short trial implementati:n period in Jefferson. Theég-:ep:es;nt not gene:;l
roles, but rather the more instinctual actions of an experienced facilitator v
. to ensure that the'change p:ocess does not ;et off target or come to a . ;
standatill. .In sum, the data from the case suggést that the agent may have ‘
as g:eat an impact by being on-the-spot with a good idea at the point when |
decxsions are being made, as by having a well-worked th:ngh set of general i
strategies which guide the broader outlines of her role anrd activities. . - ;
The roles which the field agent adopted were conditioned, in part, by | : i
/ her own background and training. Unlike moBt agents in EhQ,RDU‘p:og:am, the
Northeast field agent had no teaching experience and no pa:tlcula: expe:tise
in ba51c s8kills instruction. She~was, instead, a specialist in organization
development. Thus, her :ole was heavily p:ocess-o:lentis, even in the second
and third years. She was never viewed as & content specialist.
During the first year, the field agent's role definition was basedy

in large part, on her unde:standing of the project's expectations as set down
in formal d%cuments' "At the outset of the project, the Northeast agent
designed her tole, based on the guidelines contained in the proposal and,
later, on the milestones as they were formulated, and opera®¥d quite inde~
pendently.' Fbt a brief periocd, following the adoption of a program in each
site, hersrole was more iguous and she felt some related anxiety, especially
since she had a full-time position to £i11. She compensated for the lack of ‘
a fofnalxtole definifion.by negotiating a new set of functions with persopnel

“~a,

from the sites. Thus, site personnel wefe instrumental in shaping her role
during the.second and third fea:s of the project. - ' )

The field agent valued support from the project director, "her own
supe:visd:, and other agency staff quite highly, yet none of these indi-

s . A
!, {;iduals exerted a major influence on her roles and activities. Instead, her

discussions with these individuals served mostly to clarify her own ideas.
Althofigh another person STght sgggest some way of resolving a particular
pséblem, the field agent was la:gely :esponsible for defining he:

,own':ole




o
.(within, of coﬁ:se, the”general p:oject guidelines) ., The, Ei&ld agent Eound

theé:;aining .provided by the pr7ject ext:emely useful , pa:ticqlarly as it
hel to £i1I- in "the gaps in he: knowledge of :eading(:nst:uction.

she pa:ticula:ly valued the sessions in which Eield agents aha:ed idead and
discussed ptﬁalems among tiemselves. 2 o

Ser,

&

The Eield agent's in@pepdence“in designing her role.was based, in

part, on the ma:ginal nahu:e of her position, but also on her' own tendency to

be self-rellant. while she.mentioned ma:ginality as a source of, job st:ess. .

she Jas, also pleased to have been given "the opportunity to Operate ny own

projedt relatively autonomously and to succeed at it.”
vis-a-vie the local,sites, was also. he’l’pful. though it Qas a diﬁicult posi-~

Ber marginality

tion tb maintain while also developing a close, collaborative gelatiomship.

To one site administ..:ato: she was the "’objective ¢ tside:. while to another
"she wWas "not really an outsider anymog. w..In theoxzte: site, being too much

{__ﬁ hn " insider™ made hezt ineffective in‘centain/:oles whefe the c-hent 5

- ‘

In gummary, the Eield ‘agent.'s interpersonal :elg'.ionshipg wlth

pefcept ion -of .obJectivity was impo: tant. "7

-

J

pembers of the project suppo:q st:uctu:e and, with si.te personnel had Conside:-

J- -
abfe bearing on her pe:fo;mance.,as 2 field ,@gent while her pvu&l ‘st:ategies ' .
" were similar at HPth sites, hef ‘specific fotivi were, tailored and often -
spontaneous. In this casg, it was the' agent 8 ingness to. condition her
behavfo: to the evolving ci:cumst.ahces at each site that most profoundly
affected her pe:fo:nmnce. . . , :l. ) .
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1. Thése categories were synthesized
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by the case study researcher upon hearing

the field agent discuss her roles. They, are based on categories described

-

by Crandall {1077) as well as categories used in Abt AsSociates' survey .

l +
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. . CHAPTER 9
REFLECTIONS ON FINDINGS AND IMPLICATICNS FOR THE
6&' DESIGN -AND MANAGEMENT OF FIELD AGENT ROLES

The analyses and cases presented in érevious chapters have covered
nucb'ground. Hany telationships have been explored, both th:ough statistical
. analysis and tb:ough a,more holistic exanination of the expe:iences of a few
agents. The report began with.a claim that our oObjective was to contribute
to some degree to an 1np:o?ed understanding with regard to the effective :

management or'f{;ld agents in education, and algo to advance-cu::ént theo:ie//

about the bounda:y-spanning role. In order to :each either of these obJectives,

it is necessa:y to step back from the complexitfes 6f our data and teflect on
,our findings in a more simplified form. .
In this chapter, we first summarize our major findingg and f:?m these
derive a tentative schema for prédicting the job attitudes, behavior, and
effectiveness of educational field agents., We then point oht some of the
\\}helxcations of this schema for the design and management of field agent
roles. In keepéng wi;h the exploratory nature, of this studgﬁ our concluq}oﬁg
sometimes go beyond the statistical findings. In some instances, we have
dared to be speculdtive; but, in general, our conclusions are based on the
accumul ated evidenc; of not only the statistical analyses, but. also extensive
qualitative data from case studies and interviews. Still, our conclusioss
should ngt be taken as prescriptions for thegdesign amd maﬁqgement of field
agent roles, but':athe: as points to be conside:ed_bp;h in managing such .

roles. and conducting further research. .-

Summary of Findings and Interpretations

#

Before Eeginniag the summary, we should review the va:izhle domains
covered in this volume, sta:ting with .the th:ee categories of "outcomes : .
job-:elated attih es, roles and activities, and field agent eéffectiveness.
Jbb-related attitudes of the educational field agents have been a
naié% focus throughout this volume. These include the agents' satisfaction
with thei: jobs, their feelings of efficacy (i.e., the extent to uhich they

L3

feel that site odtcomes were dependent on their efforts), and thei: feelings

of job stress or role conflitt. . .
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_The second category of outcomes is the extent to which the field - [‘“
agents pe:fo:med certain roles and activities often attzibuted to exte:nal

———

« change agents aﬁq others 1n boundary-spanning positions. Although‘ye ﬁtazted \\
with a longer list of roles and activities, we discovered through factor *
analysis that seve:al field agent functionssaccounted for of the differ-
ences among field agents in our sample. The roles examined in subsequent
analyses include p:og:am change expert, cpntent specialist, and géne:alist-
coordinator. The activity eztegozies are bounga:y-spannieg activities,

budget managegent, acLivitie with teachers, and professional develdpment.

The final category of outcomes includes measures of field agent Py .
effectiveness. Thesé tnclude the field agents’ perceptions of program Succes;',_
g.rfhe gite level (i.e., the extent to which school personnel regard the - -

program as a success), the agents' pﬁfceptions of the quality of local
decisions and p:oblem-solving activities (site pe:fo:mance), and the :e;ponses
of teachers and principals concerning satisfaction with both theiz own field Y

agents and the problem-solving process th:ough which these agents led them.
»

influenced By a variety of 1ndgpendeht variable groups, many of which '
L™

o

Current mtﬁ%gement and role theory suggest that these Outccmes might be

* were examined in this report. ,These include the followjng:
® Personal characteristics of field agents, including 3ge,
' sex, teaching experience, skills, and the extent to which
they regard themselves as innovative; . ] :

e the design of the field agent position, especially the per- '
1 centage of time gommitted to the job, the extent of formal-
_ ization of the positﬂon—*fo: example, through written job o
- desctgiptions--and he positioning of the field agent with
D respect to the proect, the host organization, and the
client schools (marginality); . ., . . .

.-.'

charactdristics of the training given to field .agents, in- . }
cluding the total amount of ttaining received, the pe:ceived ~ |
usefulness of the aining,, the appropriateness of the amount .

of training received™n various categories, and the timeli- -
negs of the training; . ., —

~ o the degree of su por t given to the field agents by 8uper- .-
- vigors and colleagags, and the*degree tg which these indi~ .
’ ' viduals influenced the field agbnts' role performancé; '

"' ® the field agents' perspectives on change--i.e®, whether
Jthey believe that political systems, individual incen-
tives,°or the sdcial structure of the schools best explain
and condition the*Outcomgg of school change efforts; and

L) ' L]
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. . ¢
u/; ¢ the characteristics of the field agents' relationships with sites,
including the field agents' influence over site activities and
) decisions, the foundations for their {nfluence over the sites, and

. the influence of site administzators on fi,eld agent activities and
Jt:irne allocations,
*

W ot . + N

A tentative schematic :ep:esentation of the :elationships among these variables, /,

based on the findings in Chaptg:s 3 through 8 is p:esented in Pigure 9- I.,
This schema presents not only the direction of :elationshipg as we have/s ) \-r=
* inferred thea from the analysis, buf also the. relative strength of these \
rglationships. Some of the important features of this schema are summarized
‘ _ below fo: each major outcome cétego:y. . 7 . '

Job—Related Attitudes. The most important pgedicto: of job-felated
. attitudes is job design--and, within that category, the key facfors are
marginality and time commitment € ‘the field agent position. Higher levels

of commitment to the positfdn and highez levels of marginality tend to reduce D

job stress for field agents. The suppo:t system developed by the project and

. host organization is also :elated to job at&itudes, pa:ticularly levels of ,
job stress, but it was found that an active shppo:t system--for example, ’

higher ievels of support and influence from the project di:ecto:-tends to

inc:ease 1ndicato:s of stress :athe: than :elieving them. In other wo:ds, an

. active support system for a field agent is also one that, involves multiple
significant role pa:tne:s making more“demands upon the a'gent. Older and more
experienced agenk.s appea: Lej.befa:ie to cope, since they',:eP‘o:t lower levels
of job stress. 1In \‘dition, training increases job satisfaction and reduces .?
jéb stress, though negatively related to the agents sense of efficacya

. The analysis indicates that the simplest way of reducing job st:ess

and improving job satisfaction gs to employ more expe:ienced individuals and
ensure that they do not identify too st:ongly with any one organization in
thé’netwo:k. In add!tion, {t nay be impo:tantg,to make sure that the field
agent support system is well coo:dinated--to :educe conflicting demands«on ‘ P
) the agents--as well as responsive to the agents' own pe:ce!ved needs. o
Pield Agent Roles and‘Activities. Hhat field agents actnally do in

carrying out their jo s is also a function of a varieby of factors. Two |
influencea on :ole enactment are most c:itical: the support and influ‘nce
systen set up by the .sponsoring organizations, and t‘e inflyence and inte:-

act}pn of the field agents with key school-level administ:agp:s who aot as' .

- gatekeepess in defining what the agents will do in their districts. In Sum, .
, ) Y N ’
e ' 'I b . r ‘
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what agents do is primarily a function of the patterns of interpersonal
influence 1n which they are embedded. FQst notably, highe: levels of influ-

ence from all majo: role pattnerg-=the p:oject director, p:oject eyaluator,
host supervisor, and site administrator--tend to lead to more extensive ’
pe:fo:nance of. ﬁpounda:y-spanning activities,” i.e., those activities through
which the agent communicates both information and influence ac:oss o:ganiza—
tional bounda:iegé__gigh levels of influence from the p:ojec? staff tend to
lead to 2 greater emphasis upon the "program change expert® role, where the
agent is actively involved in assessing the maﬁch between site poblems and
1nnov§piqps, izplementing those innovqgions, ande.evaluating the outcomes.
Conversely, high levels of influence from the host supe:visa:Qend to lead to
an emphasis on the less intrusive “"contant specialist® and 'gene:plist—co&:d;
inato:' roles. . ’ ’

Another ve:z_impo:t._gfflnding is that agents with high local metgin-

ality are less likelyaeo adopt the program change expert role and also less

likely to engade 1n bounda:y-sPanning activities. If we interpret high local

marginality as low affiliation with the local hbst o:gaqization, this may in-
dlcate‘the need for a firm local bage for boundary-spanning activkties.’
) ' ) Olde% and more experienced field agents are léss likely than other
agents to engage in bounda:y-spanning activities, which mag also explain o
their tendency to expe:ience less job stress. The more field agents engage
in boundary-spanning activities, the more role conflict they perceive.

Just as important as Phe'above fin@ings, however, is th theoietically

significant "null"™ finding that field agent :oleeﬁegd activities--at least s

we have measured them-<have little bearing on other Gutcomes for field °

-

' agents, such as job satisfaction or sense of efficacy, or their client

< . .
effectiveness in sites. ™

* Pield Mgent Bffectiveness: In gene:ak, as we have‘just rioted, the
spécific roles that field agents assume and the activities they perform havq

very limited inpacte on measures of field agent effecti¥eness--including
client éati;fgction with the agent and the p:ocess, the agent's pe:&eptions
of p:oé:an'éuccess, and the agent's aaaessment of the guality of ,local site’
decisions and activities. Much more 1mpo:tant than the specific tples °
‘performed by the agents are the general strategles that the agents adopt, |
shioh are reflective of their perspectives on change. Pe: 1n;tance, ;
political orientation,is pa:ticula:%y.eﬁfectiye in ingfeasing piincipal
setisfaction, but has an opposite effect bon teachers. With eeache:s, an

— -
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overall strategy emphasizing individual needs and goncerns tends to create a
more favo:ablq impression. The eﬁe:cise of reward power ahd the legitimate
powe:ipf field agents to presgribe site behaviors has & positive effect on
success at the site level. Innovative field agent behavior has a positive
influence on p:og:an success, though it tends to lead to dissa sfactidn
~21ONg both teachers and principals. d .
. Dagpite thei: critical 1mpottance, howeve:, field agents tend not to -
‘be explicitly aware of thei: ove:all st:ategies for change. Unless fonced to
.:eflect upen their assumptions about how the change process p:oceeds in )
schools, most agents, in our expe:ience, tend to act on intuition rather than o’
'beéghse .they have scme explicit game plan for dealing with a site. The -
relative 1n90:tance of perspectives for the agents' effectiveness with *
clients suggests that agents would p:ofit from a support system that :equi:es.
them to clarify the assumptions and the st:ategies that unde:lie their
intuitiveli a:zived.at“behsnio:apattecns‘__Ou: suggestion Is not that agents
should give up :ﬁéi: knowledge about how best to respond to,clients in ) ’
. particular settings. Rather, it may be impo:thnt to urge the agents to stand’
back from .théir own behaviors and to determine how ghose behavio:s either do
" or do not add up to a pfrategy that will be effectxve with the group they a:e

tryihg.to infl ence. o
Y - u N .

- .

Implications for the Design and Mandgement of Agent Roles .
-l‘ .\ -~ ’ "
Selecting Agents., The discussi®n presented in the above chapters

indicates that cu;:ent data do not suppo:t a "science of selection" for the

field ZQent role. The only pe:sonal characteristics of agents that emerge
as significant are agent expe:ieqce, and 1nnovativeness. "It is clear that %

managers of field agents should take care not to put individdals who are

£
highly innovative--i.e., c:eaxive, 1nqu1:1ng, independent, etc,--into this
type of rolg. These 1ndividua13 f;nd a role that is "behind the gcenes” and
low profile to be a burden, and they tend also to annoy their clients.,

Older and more experienced pe:sons are, on the one hand, easie: to manage.
. beczuse of their Yow job st:ess, but on the other hand% they are also less -
likely to perform cent:al boqnda:ypspanning activitigs. These 1ndividuais .
" may be successful .ir; l:ela't.i.ng i::hools with high levels of int.e:nal suppo:t,* R ;
g the district administ:ative staff, but
o they will have limitations in other settings.‘_On the whole!'it appea:s thet |

"and key internal change agents

;
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many different types of individuals can move into a field agent positiom and
- r
survive--even prosper--and do somey good for their clients. .

*h~\;‘ Beducing 'Job Stress. The sources 0f job stress for educational field

o

-

— ]
agents are, apparently, numerous., Many features of job design and client

':elationshipp.which.mignt be thought of as stresas teduce:s are, in fact,

positively correlated with stress. For example, for a manager of field .
agents toA elipinate role con%lict is, from oyur analyais, virtually impoaaible;
the more the agent behaves 48 a boundary spanner, the higher his or her role
conflict will be. More importantly, however, job stress is not necessarily
dysfunctional to job performance. While this may not mean that managers ’
should Cease to worry about stress, it does imply that we may have placed too
much enphasis on the negative'aspects of role conflict for agents, For some
people, the conflicts inhe:ént in the field agent job may be invigorating.

’ Marginality by Design. Marginality--the ext ch ts "

perceive themselves as not belonging to any one ozganization in the project
network~-may be regarded as a positive feature of:the job. Insofa:‘ea
marginality is within the control of the manageknof the agent, considerable , *
attention should be paid to ways of foste:ingﬁa talance between the apparent
need-Fo have a secure local base in order tb carry out higher initiatl:ja

roles and mctivities, and the equally impoztant need to maintain identification
with the ldrger, nonlocal o:gani;ation and goals. Ma:ginality is, genezally,
*good" for the individual agent--it reduces job stress in significant ways. N
The, p:inary way in which the organization can influence ma:ginality is by
locating the agent ih a hospitable host, and by ensuring that the agent has
local supervisor who takes an interest' in the agent role.

The Paradox of Support. The g:eate: the levels of auppo:t from

larger numtbers of role Rp:tne:a, the g:eate: the tendency for agents to

L]

ensage in important bounda:y-spanning activities. Neve:theless, high levels

, of suppé:t can also increase role conflict and my eVen iesult in annoyance

with the support system as a whole. The delicate job of ‘Pield agent manage-
ment is to, know just hoe nuch support is neeéedz It is important that the
level of suppprt oe responsive to the agent's needs to feel included in

the ,larger or anf&ation and to have :esou}cea to turn to.for advice. Bowever,
this mugt occur withoft g:eatly inc:easing the bu:dens of communication and
reporting soch that the agent .feels overwhelmed with .paper work. Nor should
thin.sup?ozt qnnecessazilg increase the conflicting,denanda of role partners.

. N . 4 €
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There are no easy solutions, except to note that too little communication and
]
support can be extremely debilitating to the agent, particularly at the host

organization level, but tooc much can have equally negative effects in terns

of role overload. - ' '

Learning by Doing. The data examined in this volunme confﬁrm the
exploratory analysis in LOuis and Sieber (1979), which emphasized the tendency

for poorly defined roles, such as.that of a field agent, to be learned
through a trial-and-error process. The data presented here, and additional
qualitative materials, indicate that formal training has little impact upen
agents role performance While ®"tricks of the tlade, which can be. shared

with peers at the appropriate point in a pzoblem-solving_setting, are one of

the few mechanisms for transmitting the craft.

Learning-by-doing implies that clients have a great influence over
what the agent finally acquires as a set of craft skills. In this demonstra- .
tion program, neither agents nor their supervisors had the opportunity to
consider whether individual agents were obtaining'an appropriate mix of G.
clients to facilitate their own role development. A manader faced with a
more rational job design situation, however, should view the allocation of
clients to agents as a decision process rather than a random one.‘ Thus, new
agepts, or experienced staff menbers who are madking a transition into the
field agent role, might be assigned to clients who can ease them into a range
of activities and toles. This might well help to ease the job stress and

role "burnout® described by the two adents in Chapter 4. ) .

. 7

" Agént Influence and Power. The {ssue ©f influence in a field agent

role is always a delicate one. Most field agents refuse to acknowledge
their role as change'agents, and often claim they "do nothing other than what
the} a:e to do by ‘their clients. ‘Indeed, we find that agents who |
percelive themselves as having lggitimate sources of influence, ot the power
to cammand clients, are generally less eﬁfect&ve. The agent must exercise
influence in subtle ways. ) ) ol .
Influence iz still importantr however. Influence affects both
the quality of the problem=solving process that sites go tHrough, and also
the, degree to which the sites actually implement a significant organization-
al change program (LOuis, ESGOI Iouis, Fosenblun Holitor, 1981).. On the
basis of our other’ analyses, we tend to discredi the value of a field aggmt

who is only responsive to client ﬂenand._ .
. L] .. . >
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Perhaps some of the moat effective agents that we observed were quite intru-
sive at various poin:; in the client's problen~solving procegs--calling
meetings, organizing or stfucturing agendas} suggesting the need to make a
decision. What they generally did not do, however, yag to define approp:iaée

decisions--that is, by exerciging their own creativity. This they left to
the client organizations. ;

Perspectives on Change. Agents are the products of their own back- .
grounds and training. As noted in Chapte: 2, the agents in this study tended
to be profess\ionai educators, and the perapectives which the‘,b:ought to
their new roles were heavily dosed with the individualist orientation and.
humanistic pasychology-which pe:%ade the curriculum in achools of education.'
wWhile this orientation may well have made %t easier for the agents to
relate to their colleaéues, it also p:even%ed them from seeing the school
system as a system of influence and power. Ma;;-;f the agents-failed
to deal effectively with organizational gatekeepers. Few. took the ditgpt
‘route of conf:onting.diffe:epcea in expectations head-on, and working them
_out or terminating the relationship.
j,, The data suggest that agents should be téught=the value of the
political pe:spectlve on change--how organizations work as systems, of power
and influence, and how this can have positive and negative effects on a

change program. Those agents who could adopt such 3 perapective were parti-

v cularly successful 1q gaining the support of principals, the ultimate key to

school-level change. . e -
« Agenta and Individualization. Current change theory auggeata that o

effective ohange strategies aze contingent. What works wellswith one type
. vof ozganizatlon or school may be ineffective with anotber. Agenta, in

1nte ws, constantly stressed the degree to which they tailo:ed thedr
activities to sites., Overall, however, our data do Qot suggest h:lgh levels
of individualization: variance between agenta is g:eate: than vaziagion in
an individual agent's behavior across sites. : . .

We believe that both the agents and the data presented in thede

: chapters are co::ect.‘,Agents Ezobably do tailor their activities, and

make conatant adjustments in their preferred strategies 1n order to ac-
count fo: local vd:lations in ‘capabilities, 1nclinationa and aschedules.
Bowever, there are two pore important and ove:rdding sets of va:iablea

which constrain individualization. We have already mentioned the power

" [ ‘ - . L]
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- 190 :



Rd

-
-

of agent pe:spectives--sg:spectives that do not affect the behaviors we
have measu:ed he:e, but which probably do condition the contingent choices
of behavio: at the client site. In addition, it should be noted that proj-
ect désign featurea Affect the agents' ability to carry out even their own

p:efe::ed atrategiea. Project design and overall management have, in fact,

significant impacts on.how clients view the field agent and the degree to
Jtich they respond to field agent intetvention. B ’

The impact of project design and qanagequt upon,the'ove:all func-
tioning of the project and upon success at the school level is the topic
of another report (Rosenblum and louis, 1981). ‘Boweve:, it is important
to note that the analysis in this report reached similar conclusions from
a very different aet of data sources, namely that client school :eactions
to a field agent are as much a function of the o:ganizational setting that
au::ounds the 1nd1vidua1 agent as of his or her behavior. This does not,
of course, imply that policy and maﬁagement should ignore the question of
what tagtics are most appropriate for ‘educational field agents, but only
that the organizational and political realities of the field agent role
éhopld be given equal attgntion.

& .
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. ' A Survey of Linking Agents and Facilitators _ P
Co . June, 1978 ' -
A in conjunction with the Study of thé R&D Uulization Program .
* - N 1y ' ”~ e - ‘ R * L ‘. N
) y el T General Instructions : -

1 Please complete this survey concemmg your activities and relationships as an RDYU {NKiNg agént "
facilitator. For those of you who do not devote 100% of your time to an RDU ptoject, this means
answering these questnons only with respect to that pag of your work experience which is gela‘ted
to RDY, | .

2 1t 1s difficult to desagn questions which capture the total essence of each posssble situation, if you
‘have difficulty in answering any questions, please give us your best estimate or appraisai, We aiso
invite your comments andvqualifications as yOu §0 along, eithertin the Mmargins of on a separate .

‘ I sheet of paper,

’ -

3 -Although an adentlfymg code is used onsthis survey, please be assured that your answers will be
.. strictly confldermal No mdlvuduals other than the reséarch staff at Abt Associates will have access -
- to the completed surveys. AH reports that we compile will combine your answers with the answers
of others sd as to respect your privacy and the confidentiality of the data you have given us. Your
answers will be placed on a magnetic tape along with those ?f other respondents without yOur name,

"
+ 4, The survey will take most respondents about 30 minutes tc compiete.’ When \LOU are donag, piease
enclose the completed survey in the self-addressed and stamped envelope prowded and mail it
s back to us by June 30, }978. y - .
] .. . k - " . . .
s . . . Thank you very much for your cooperationt .
. | ~ . ] Karen Seashore Louis, Ph,D. )
) 3 L * “  Principal Investigator _ '
e Lo , %/ // . .
. - i . - Michael 8, KaW .
. . S ' ‘ Project Director e
* ." LA | . i . ,
'y, . . - ‘> ‘ * N ] .
’ - » ‘ ‘. L]
v . . ‘
3 . * :‘ )
A - L . . -
Lo 19 -
¥ " ] ' - ' oy




I. YOUR PERCEPTIONS AND ATTITUDES ABOUT THE RDU LINKING AGENT/.
FACILITATOR JOB . -

1. Linking agents do 3 vapety of activities and piay a varaety of roles. One purpose of this survey,

. 15 to idenufy some of these differences. Please brefly describe your-job as an ROU linker,
facillitator Whatdo youdo? ' *

» s . = -
- - - .4 s
- —: '_ - * ’
2.« Is there a written-job description for you as an RDU linker/facilitator?
AL .
—Yes No (If no, skip to question 8} . .,
; - P ’
' 3. Did this description exist when you Wufed? B . : . -
’ —Yes 7 Mo . : ] o

——
. 1Y

4. Who was responsible for writing your initial job description? Please check as many as 3ppiy.)
—_a. the RDU project director or evaiutor . . ) ' R
——.b. the head of the organization in which your office is Iocated

—c. the :immediate supervisor in your office (providing your imnfeciate supervisor s not the
. head of the organization) .

‘ " ——d. the sites that you 3Fe expected to work with

—_e. yourself oo LT \ .

— f.fother {please specify) =

-l

. * 5. Has the description been modified since you were hired?

Yes No (If no, skip to question7) R

How?

» A 2

6. Who was respbnsxble for modifying your |ob descnptton? ; . , -

— s -

—... a: the RDU project director or evaluator
1
——,b. the-head of-the organizaticn in which your offjce i8 located:

+— C+ the immediate supervisor In your office (prowdmg your ;‘mmecﬁate supemsor s not the
head of the organization) .

_.d, the sites that you are working with . .
— 8. yourseif T s o
— f. dther (please specify} “ —
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T ity aven 3028 4, On DS JESCr o3 @R 4 3 3, cumrently do? Please circie the appropnate
numper: . } . ,
- Lot ) % ——
Vary el « firlvauae . tdesuately poorly % very poarly
5 .t ’ I 2 - h
’ \ N l * N
) Y ' » S
.« " ¢ ) . -
L3 - Ll
. v .
. ‘ ' . . .
. 3.Wken Ly s, L s . wt . Cator, to what extent,did you find the job (please
:.h‘:‘_- o ) ¥ ~ . a Rlal 2ol - . "
[] Y : ,
. . - . boring *
' J:.s“»n; S S - L frustrating
©OmBLLCES e . « ot e e _well defined "+
r maller g —— - . = e— easy .
et L e L . uncertain ——
L. - : highly supervised ‘
. ' : - \ people oriented  f+. *
, - . . ' behind-the-scenss | "
[
. -
¢ . s ’
. R
o ] .
4 o entt; - beyou- ) {Please check the appropnate line for each dimen-
. . .
u el . . - - 2 bdrifig
T beosar ofe, - — frustrating
.« T \ N ) — . well defined
-+
‘ _ easy . ’
) - uncertain
AT - highly supervised.  *
Z . oy o . R e e = . people oriented
§ . . _— .« o=~ o—— ... behind-the-scenes
*. . ‘ .
] - . . 3 s
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10. There are rﬁany dlfferent perceptlons of what linking agents/fac:lltators shouid do.

1. In your opinion, to what extent do (a} RDY central project staff, (b) staff at the /ocal
s:res with whom yoyp are working, and {c) you yourself expect that you should be per-

formmg the following roles as alinking agent? . .
. 2. Towhat extedt do’ you actually perform these roles? . ., o - . . ) | .
Please'insart the appropriate response ¢ode in each box. ~ | .
. v ; 5 = to a very great extent N . .
. 4 = to agreat extent . ' .

+3 = t0 some extent
. 2= to alittle extent

L 1= not at all y : .
) “_ 1. Extent 6f Expectations | 2. Extent you
" Actually Per-
. Potential Lmklng Agent Roles || {a) RDU Centrat | (b) Locul Site '
» . roject Staff seaef . (| (© %uqeif i form Role }
\.. v = ! - ' .
. \‘ » ‘ : i —_ h i
= an obsarver/historian | ' i l : »
: o |
f » | [} :
- an evaluator ] ! L ' i
| — _— |
. ‘ | y . |
—~ an expert in assessing the - L
match between innovations ' l Fao | 1
and problems \ '| ] —
* - R ! ﬁ
— a resource person i
. P g , | |
~ a process trainer “ .
— aprogram im_plement& ] 4| ‘
- * — -
- ~ 1 .
- a counselor or hand-holder I .l | A
— a basic skills) career ed. or I . \{
“ I inservice specialist
o. d ‘ -
- a conflict resolver . . | . ]
~ a coordinator | 3 D I:, C’ .
/‘ .
- other




§

11. Please rate each of the listed tasks on the importance (in your opinion) of the task to your ,ob *
as an RDU linker, facilitator and the amount of time you spend doing the task rejative to other

«  job related activities. ' ' o
Importance; 3 = very imlportant Time spent: 3 = a great deal of tume
. 2 = somewhat impo@_t( 2 = 3 moderate amount of time
. + 1= cflittle or ng Importance 1 = little or no time
. = . . _ L] LY ,
* . I ta Amount bof
’ , ‘ "ff° NC®  time spent
a. Promoting or explaining the RDU program :
b. ~ Managing budgets ‘ ’ . | , ‘
. C Writfng reports/filling out forms ‘ .
d. Arranging, designing or conducting wbrksf/ops ‘
- L . ‘ \
e. Developing yourself professionally P
f. Reading-materials about R&D products .
g. Organizing, preparing and delivering materials
. : s '
h. Designing, administering and analyzing evalua- , . \ .
tion materials
i.  Observing teachers
‘j_ Meetings-with small planning groups at the sites
- »
k. General meetings with site staff |
L Meetings wiih the RDU central project staff . '
m. Working with parents'or volunteers 1 ‘ .
n. Traveling from site b site ‘
d  Working with individual teachars ‘ I | I
p. Working with individual administrators . )

12. In your viéw, whiclq comes first in an effective change process? (check one)

—.achange in how peopie feel about something (vajﬁes)
——2 change in what pﬁ’ple know about something {information)
—— 2 change in how people act or behave {behayior)

: 4 202

. ° .
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“13. Please describe _your career goals for five years from now. What would you l’ke to be doing
{what kind of job would you like to have in five years)? . . . . '
. E:V;‘g
. . * J
lnstructsons. Please rate your ;ob as a RQU linker, facilitator by circling the appropriate 1esponse for S ‘
each of the following questions: . ., N |
¢ ' 1 - Y ! ‘
Toa+,! Toa l Tosome | Toa ﬁpt at |
. . . . very | great extent 7 ¢ litte 3l |
. great extent l extent | \
‘ xXtent i : 1
. ; |
14, To what extent do people around*you - . . : ], |
have different opinions aboutwhat < ) .
you should be doing? 5 4 3 2 i |
15. To what extent do people around you ) . .
have different opinions about Aow you e
+ should be doing your job? . .5 4 3. 2 | L
16. To what extent are you clear about too ! ?\
what people ?xpect you to do on your A P~ Y
N\ job? <5 i 4 t 3 2 1
. . " 1
' 17. Towhat extent afe youexpected todo , ot . | | - |
. more than you are able or have time to do? 5 4 3 2 71 ‘
. ; .
18. To what extent do peop!e make demands - : ;
of you that are outside your job description? 5§ I 4 - 3 2 | 1‘.
19, To what extent is progress at the site '
level dependent upon your own efforts? 5 4 "3 ‘ 2 i
20." To what extent are rewards like pay in- P . B |
creases, bonuses and promotions based ) s
#an how well you do your work? s 4 3 < 2 i
21. .To whatextentd doing'your' job welj . Sy
give you a feeling ¢f personal satisfaction?  * S 4 3 S 1
22. To what extent dojyou have to go through o
“red tape’’ to g4t things done? i 5 4" 3 2 | i
23. To what extent is each of the following ' i I
statements about your job as a tinker/ . |
\ facititator true? . : |
a. | can learn hew things, new skills. 5 - 4 . 3. 2 1
b. It has good chances for getting ahead. 5 4 3 2 | 1
c. It uses my skills and abilities — lets me s o :
* do the things ! can do best. 5 4 3 . 2 | 1,
24, On the whole, to-what extent are you L ' |
satisfied with your present job? 4 5 4 3 . 2 : i




. » ] ” .
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25. In generai how do you feel about the knowiedge base of available R&D outcomes or _products
. that has Been, consoiidated by your RDU project? Please rate the knowledge base on the follow
ing dlmenslons by circling the appropriate number.
- .| . - - - / - a
' . ’ ) Exctl- ~ ' Very Y
' . lent Good . ‘ Adequate l Poor poor ,
a- appropriateness of the products for the ! -
problems. identified at your sites 5 4 ; 3 2 1
) b. format of the product descriptions that - ; ' ' S
* are availablé for review by the sites 5 4 3 2 1
. G completeness of information that is
included in the product descriptions
(Is there enough infonnatioy&;ake . \
* sound decisions?) : . 5 . 4 3 2 N .
- d. vanery of different approaches t0 solve . A :
' a gwen problem at a site 5 4 3 2 1" .
~ - . b
' e. range of costs or reduired investment 10 A TR
purchase and implement the R&D products ] 4 ., 3 2 1
) f. ease with which the R&D products can I '
- be acquired v 5 4 3 2 1 7 .
) g. availability of technical assistance, for ) c X |
adapting the product to the site , ‘5. 4 3 7 2 o1
.
) h. availability of technical assistance p !
for implementing or installing a 1
selected product 5 4 3 2 1.
L i. OVERALL QUALITY of the know- L, N
ledge base . . 5 4 3 2 "1
* 26. Do you have any other comments about the R&D knowledge bate and .ts effect on your ab;hry
. to perform your roje as a linking agent? (Please insert an,addmonal sheet .f the space bemw is
. not adequate.}  *
9 v
] ¢ ) A
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Il. RELATIONSHIPS WITH Q'THER IND'IVIDl_JALS AND ORGANIZATIONS . .
L3 . . . .' ‘e '
. . - f27 In your role as an RDU linker/  28. How useful has interaction with
_ R - facilitator, how frequent is your \ these types‘of individuals been
- - - actual face-to-face, te one in helping you perform yout "
. and written interact . linker/facilitator rote? .
#the individuals ligté Iow, and *
, . how frequently would you pre- ! :
) h " festo interactwith them? . 7 |, . \
- . [} . - ’ v
'~ (Pliase insert the a propriate (Please insert the appropniate
I * response code in esth box.) resporise code in each box.)
’ T Frequency of Intér.actioi'? 1 Usefulness of Interacuon
‘4 s e s + . i Performing Linking Role
v “a 4= daJIy' o o ™ g-ver\} useful
‘ . - t "3 a"weekly = somewhat useful
. . . 2 = less than -weekly but .- 1= not very useful
- " ., Aatleast once’a month . X = qot applicable — no
. 1 = Jess than once & [nonth IR B nteraction Y
‘. ° 0 = never . :
. N * , X =not .apblicqble ) L
’ ¥ Y U S Y * w -
. + _ |FACETOFACE] TELEPHONE [SoufBaipdn | '
Ty‘pes O‘! In_dWJdI.IBIS‘_‘- ¥ (Macwal'| preferrecjactusl preferrectaitost Driferred| .
. - . - [ 4 i
RDU Central Project Staff: - G .
T a Project Director 113 ] PD D * D -
”Q Prdject Eva(ator ’. D D D D D D D
e, Oter Z OO0 OO . o~ _
tpasition) K ,
° . “'\.. » . -~ .
Ofrfganization-in which your ]~ L .
office is located: , L X ¥ : )
dquemsar /BD _‘L_I l_] L_I D
"¢, Others in roles similar ) -1~
Qe insoessimiee |1 (1O |3 O O ,
. Other . O%8 Oo.g - O .
. ’,.- lmtloal .
' Lmkerleacuhtarors" IR E ; \
" .8 g lnsamaprolect it o D G D R
"‘h. On other RDU projects |_.| l_J L._l Q D\ D D l
. ° - . - .
Others: . : . ‘
’, i, Gontent experts . l:_j L_H_l '_I D D ) D
"} | Process experts i [3 L3 ]‘::ll I_-:J D D D L
R a— | | Impe
. {poutiont \ : .
. -, . . Lo p ' ¥
;‘ + = - * ‘ * - . 7 '2 . LN -@ v ’ :
: » T 05 -~ & S -, .
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29., The’ following set of three picture-questions are designed to determine where you see yourself
in relationship to the major groups tHat you work with as a Linker/fac.litator. In the pictures
beiow, the tniangle represents your RDU central project pffice, the square represents the organ.za
tion or unit in which your office is located,.and the circ/e represents the typical site with which

_ ydu work. The small circies represent other people. For each of the three pictures, draw a small

circle
your circle

tg represent yourseif anywhere’in the picture. For example, for any given picture

mtq,ht be within either organization, between the_two organizations, or some-
where in the space surfounding the two organifations:

»

- FJ
e, = RDU central | = organizatian: = local sites
project office ‘ in which
your office
' is located s
‘ Y . s, ) .
. .
\ \L ’
a, - .

o] -
o
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30. Please answer the following qﬁ:nioﬁs on the chart below: .

1. How much mfluence do each of the followmg individuals or groups have on the nature of
‘ your activities as an RDU Linker/Facllitator?

2. How much influence do each of the followmggy-ndmduals or groups have on the amount of
c ) '.  ttme youallocate to various RDU related activitiés? -
‘ 3. How much feedback do you receive from the foilowing individuals or groups about how
' you are performing your job?

Please insert the appropriate response code in each box.

. 4 = 3 great deal . . .
. . + 3 = a moderate amount
. 2= alittle . . )
. 1 = none % ‘ ’ TR

1. Influence on Ag-) 2. tnfluence on | 3. Amount of Feed-
tivitiss Engaged In | Tima Aliocated | back Received

™ Typa of Individual or Group_

- * L
. -

a. the director of your R&D Utilization Project

* { b. the'évaluarion glirecto of your R&D Uriliza- |~

tion Project "

c. your immediate supervisor in the organiza-
tion in which your office is located

JERUREIE)

d. other staff members in the organization in >
which you are located

. other linkers /

f. the administrators in the sites that you work i -
with |

000 o0

. oth le i 1
g. other {p ‘ase specify) <

- > H

« 1

4. Looking back at the list above, now piease circle the letter a.dennfymg the .ndividuai or group
wha has the greatest influence on the wayl in which you carry out your job,

e -

L] .
4 ~
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31. Are there .any procedures fbr recewving formal ;ob assessments or evaluations from your ROU ~

] project dlre;tor? 5. .
- ST -
a, - Yes _r.“ﬁ‘o . ., . . ’ .
_ b. 1 Yes: How' f'requenﬂy do these occur? : - :
. . # of umes per year

e -

"
-

32 pAre thers any proceéu.res for receving formal job assessments o5 evaluations from your super
~visor in the organizatidn in which your office is\lpcated?

. ~

2 e Yes No A ' . .
b. f Yes: How frequently do thessoeEan? ,
- e S »  # of umes per year
hY
. ¢. if No. Do other pnbple 3t a sn[mIar level in this organization receive formal job assessments
or evaluations? - |
3 X

e Yes . __No
»

»

<. ; . . |

. 33. Does anyoné eise perform formal job assessments or evaluations of your work? ‘
a. Yes . No . . . ‘

b. 1f Yes: Please spiecify :h’eTﬁEn(idual's title and organizational affiliation ‘

[ L *

'~ . W? : 7 -
. . ¥ - e
‘ . - +

. '3 -

34, if federal funding to support your linker/Ngilitator role were to be discontnued .n the near ™

_ future, how likely is,it that the organization ¥g which your office is located would attempt to

., rewinyou? .‘~ .
S they would defmltely keep me on staff -
C they would’ probably keepme on staff
itis unclear y;hexher they would kesp me on staff
— they woult-try to keep me on staff, hut it is uniikely, that they weurd be able to fupd a

position for me «
— they would be unlikely to keep me on sta# . "‘\ '
N ¥ L
’ ~ " ' Ky
) - ‘ - "' L4
:, . » . o’ \'""5

35. If federal funding to support your linker/facilitator role were' to be discontinued in t[:\e near
future, how. likely 18 it that the,organization m which your office is located would continue to
. engage in lifking activities similar to those you now perform?

- they WOulédef‘ nitely contmue Iinklng activities - . . —

— thEY woﬂld"?pr.obably cohtmue linking activities ’ )
____ itis unclear whether they would continug or discontinue linking activities

—-—. they would probably discontinue linking actwmes
— they wOuId definitely discontinue Iinking activities

. lillc . L, . . :\ p . \". . 208 ‘\

-

. N 10




Ili. BACKGROUND INFORMATION |

rE

faw ”

3. What percentage of your worﬁiﬁg tume do you devate to RDU project actiyities? %
37. ‘What percentage-otf your salary comes from RDU project support? % cj
38. How marty months have you been employed as an RDU linker/facilitator? - months
. ‘
39. With how ma?ny sites do you presently work? ! sites :
¥ Y 1 . |
’
40. What is your year of bll’thz ~ 4‘

\

I3

41. What was the size of the community .n which you spent the largest pomon of your Lifé up
to the t:me you finished high school? {check one)

-
L

L]

44. Describe any other formal training (workshops, pre-service, in-service, etc.) you had pnor to
your involvement with RDU which is relevant to your linking activities:

Ll

—
—_— a,rural area
e a srfall town in the country ] '
a syburban town near a city . ;
a small city (les than 100 000 pecple} s
a large city {mare Ihan 100 000 peop!le) ) . .
» FOE
42. tn what state did you spend maost of your early years through hlé.h sc_hool? >
b , ' \ _ N
43. Please indicate your formal educational experience beyond high schoal.
1 - % - W .
! Fiald Degresor Degree or
1 Institufion and Lo¥ation . of Certificate Cartificate
Study Program Attained
- Enroiledjin
; =
a. M .
.. <
b| b }
c - )




¥ iy 4

48, Prior to yBur ROU expenence did yOu have work axpenance N any of these.areas (givé number
‘of years; indicate 0" if none):

Num(ﬁgf of Yaars .
a. teaching ) _— . ’
b. school administration/staff .. L *,
c. district level administration/staft - L 3 |
d. state or regional educationat units ' v .- o
or associations ) - . . |

- - -

46. In the ;abs yOu hetd before undertaking your current RDU responsibilities were you ever directly
* invoived with R&D oatcr;mes;products other Linking activities, or other federally funded pro-

grams?
a. R&.D outcomes/products - No__. Yés__:-Ple_ase describé d .
b ) \ : "
b. Other *linking" activities No__ Yes__ >Please describe
- - - - h-
c Othe;'federa'lly funded programs  No Yes — »Please describe

47. s the orgamization in which your offics is located .the same ong in whach:mu were employed
immediataly prior to undertaking your_RDU linkey/facilitator position?

No Yes . ¢

< -

. »
48, Briefly dmnbe the job (position and actl utuesi you heid /mmediately befo undenakmg yOu!

w
-

. ' 12




. / - ~ / » v / - E
. ™ : . - |
p o ’ ‘ -
49. Do you presently have responsnbmties in the orgamzation in which your office s located in
addition to those gssociated with your role as an RPU linker/facilitator? -

‘No Yes

Please describe _ .

J

a, * c. /

b. : d.

51, 5 there anything else about your background or experience that has had a s-gmfacant influence
on your approach to linking/facilitating activities? Please. describe here (and on additionai
pages, if necessary), ’

» ) ' . -

Y " e

L4 L8
ot . - ~q + e
“
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.. ' ) e =
A Survey of Linking Agents and Facilitators
January, 1979 .
in conjug&ti?n with the Study of the R&D Utilization Program
v, f £ * .
. . ] " .“ .. , ’
- a . s P

This is the second of three surveys of Linking Agents and Facilitators an
conjunction with,the Stidy of the R ahd D Utilization Program (RDU}. The
first survey concerned your activities, background and relationships as an
RDU linking agent/facilitator. This survey is cooposed of threa parts.
further perceptions of your role, activities and skills, linker/faczlxtator
stratagies and assumptions about change, and tha support and r.::ag.m.ng *‘ut. nas
been provided to you in your linker/facailitator' job. For those of you who
do not devote 100% of your time to an RDU projact, please answer the gues-
tions only with respect to that part of your work which 18 related to aﬁb

t 15 difficult to dasign gquastions which capture the total essence of each -
pessible situation. If you have difficulty in answeiing any questions, please
give US YOur bhest estimate Or appraisal. We also invite your comments and
gualifications as you go aloag. eisther in the margins or on a separate saeet 3
of gaper. . ! .

o
Although an identifying code is used on this survey, please be assured tnat
your answers will be strictly confidential. No individuals othar than the
resdarch staff at Abt Associates will have access to the completed surveys.
All reports .that we complle will combine your answers with the answers of
others SO as to respect your privacy and the confldentiality of the data you
have given us. Your answers will be placed on a nagnetic tapa aleng with
those of other, respondents without yOur name.
.,

The*su:vey will take =dst respondents about 45 minutes to complete. When
you are dona, please enclose the torpleted survey in e self-dddressed and
s.azped envelope p:ovided and ‘mail it back to us by Janudry 15, 1979, A ot

* s z . 1Y ‘} = -
Thank you very zueh for, your cooperation!
s " - .

N Y v e .
Karen Seashore &ig, Ph.D. -
. Principal Inv¢stigator

-

. , ,
! . MiomZel B. Xana, Ed.D. \
Project Director roe




v
. -
. Y
- “
’
-
r
.
»
. L]
-
v
]
»
.
.
" L b
- , - -
L]
F
N &
L]
-
-
-
o
L ' .
-
L]
“ -
» -
-
.
Il
"3
* ’
4 b J

H - »

I YOUR PERCEPTIONS OF YOUR ROLE, ACTIVITIES AND SKILLS AS -A LINKER, FACILITATOR
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.. . . .
. . \.-n &
/ .
1. How would you currently describe your job? (Please check the appropri-~
ate line for each dimension.) . .
L : . . L
a, exciting . .- boring .
b, satisfying * frustrating
c. ambiguous . well defined
d. challenging . easy
e. predicab_le" : ) uncertain
£. onwyour-own P N . highly
<, - supexrvised /
g. task oriented ) people ,
’ . { oriented
h. visible' - . .__ behind~the-
4 " scenes
2. Listed below are several paits of adjectives. In each case both of the,
a_djecti*:'es night be descriptive of a good linker/facilitator. For each
pair, circle the one adjective of each pair that is most descriptive of
yourself. The selection may be difficult, since you may possess both
qualities. Please make 2 selection, however, even though the choice is ,
close. )
. .
@ircle one for each pair:
inquiring original .h Joriginal . self-reliant
. h
coocperative dependable industrious dependable oo
. - ‘ »
' Jd .
\ . L
self~reliant criginal flexible v industrious
stable stable ! stable ‘ inquiring .
, . .
tw boop,rative inquiring . cocperative ' self-reliant b
flexihle dependable original cooperative
- ) ..
inquiring £lexibie salf-reliant
stable - industrious * indus
, ;
A v
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3.

f.

Tonditions at different sites may vary and consequently linkers/
fasilitators may perform aspects of the linking agent role in different
ways with different sites. Please rate the extent to which you perform
the listed potential roles in each of three sites with which you '
work. Where poasible, we have namad two of the sites for which we

are asking Jour responses. The sites have been chosen randomly from

, ameng those with which you work.. If you work with more than two sites.
please add the nape of a third site, selecting if possible one with
whicn you behave differently from how you behave with one or both of

the other sites. If you work with just one or two sites, leave the
remaining c91umns blank.

:Response Code: S=to a very great extent
4mtc A greats extent
3mtg some extent
2aty a little extent
lanot at all

v
M

Extent you perform these roles with.

T

L
3

Name ©f Site Name of Site Name of Site

-"a\counselor or hand-holder

(Please insert the appropridte response code

{ in each box)

an ocbserver/historian

¥
b

[

an evaluator

an expert in assessing the
match between innovationsg
and ptoblexs

\

a resocurce perscn

a resource fihder/information
giver

*

4 process h%lper.
a progran implementor

Q basic skills, career-ead. or

inservice specialist

a conflict resolver
a coordinator

) hJ
a trainer

a budget managdr, adminis-
trator

000000000 00

-

0.0000.0000 00 -00
.0 0000000000 00
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4. Most linkers/facilitators have scme direct or Indirect influence over the RDU reiated

*  linker role.

activities and decisions that are made in the schools and districts with which they
work. The extant of such influence may be affected by the wiay clients view the

We would like you to indicate the extent to which you' feel you
actually have influence cover the activities and decisions in your sates,

d the

extent £o which you feel that your influence is affected by the following |possible

views of your role.

Please respond for each of the sites used in the previous

question. . .o
Y
- Response Code: Swmto a very great extent
4wto a great extent Yo
. 3=to some exyent
< 2=to a little extent .
l=not at all ™, .
4 - [ ]
Extant and Reasong for ‘
Influenc . - :
uence Name of Site Name of Site Name of Site
<. — ' (Please insert the appropriate rasponse code
.. 5 in each box) *

Extent to which I have influence
over decisicns and activities at
this 'site.
"I have influence at this sixé
JDeaecause:

I an viewed as a friend whom
they would like to please.

I am viawed as someone who can
/ help them raise the image and
performance of the district.

I am viewed as an expert whose
opinions are worth listening to.

Ian viewed as someond who has a

right to influence their deci-

sions because of my position in
. the ROU program. ‘\

I an viewad as somecne who hag
the experience and hackground
to be able to provide them wi
help in solving their prcblems.

I an viewed as somecns who can -
+influence whether or not RDU
funds are allocated to the site.

I atn viewed ax someone that they
will have to work with for & longf

v. time, so I do things for them and
they do things for me.

cd

[
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I an viewed as someone who can ' T T,

influence whether or not the . -
site continuaes ix}' the RDU- D - E r_—, R
acgivitiaes. ’ ; v R
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S. There are a varigty of potential skills required for an effective Linker,Facilitator .
role. In your cpinion, what, are your, own strengths and weaknesses in the followihg

N sk:!.l]: areas; Q a - - .
. ) * L +
. Sk;tll Azeus ’ RS Vgry Weak . Adequate Very Strong |
'~ T : : ‘CiICIQ One) i
High tolerance for ambiguity .1 2 3 4 s 6 .7 ‘.
- * - [ oOpenness 5 . 1 2 3 4 5 6. 7 -
P——
.. Ability to live a low profile; .
Your ova . little need to ba visible . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
.Behavior -\ Ability.tc organize myselt . \ -
. , and others . . 1 2 3 4 S. 6 7
A.bility tc write at appropriate . ’ .
leval (memos, letters, maeeting “ T
. notes, formal documents) - 1l 2 3 4 5 6 7
oy j . .
Listening and understanding -1 2 3 4 5 '6 w 7
»
| Counseling 1 2 ® 4 5 6 7’
. Interper- Qral co cation - ° - 1 2 3 4 S 6 7
» ’
sonal Interviewing .™ 1 % 3 4 s 6 L7
dehavior ;
. ~ Influenm through supportive ~ . .
reinforcement ° LT 1. %2 3 4., 5 \6 7
e Influencing phrouqh zonfronta- : .
. tive and advocative methods 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
T v fGoal satting ) 12 3 4 5 6. 9 |
- . & . R - |
szall Grqup team building . 1l 2 3 4 _ 5 6 7
, Group »Group problea solving . 1l 2 3 .4 $ 6 7
| Skills Conflict resdlutd 2 1 T2 3 4 s e 1 .
A - pz?:cus help 1 2 3 ,4 s 6 7
a \ .. -
‘ Ga.i.ning Jaccepl:inca at au levals .™
of the systenm « . d . 2 3 4 5 6 7
' 4 Effactiveé use of formal a.nd" .
§ o inforinal power, structure o1 2 3 4 s 6 7 -
- L4 . ) ’» S
change _. Skills problem iden cation 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 .
_ Skills skills 4n sblution selection®: -1 2 3 4 5 6y 7
. N s . . -
. [ Pacilitating implementation W 2 394 s & T
evalua.;j.on/f.ollcw up R ‘?; ,zgi% 4 5 6 7
L] . - ‘
N i 0
ntent Skills in content areas (reading, / .
Y — Skills aeta.) - N
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. 6. Therejare many views of what characterizes a successful lln.ker/t;cil;tator Based
oR y experience in the RDU orogram, to what extent are the following statements
ch eristic of successful linkers/facilitators? You may agree that all are im-.

this list of statements. 'rhen put a second check next to the single most lmportant
dtatedent and the single 1east important statement.

L}

PO t, but please check the four most important and the fo : _least impcrtant from

of the moment. . ’

ﬂ -~ , IE—
3. Doing gs "by the book"_-fo:.exa.mple, -
following each stage in the prob¥fm- . *
solving process. . , " .
' 4. Having many unusual and creative approaches
to preblems. .
S. 3Seing sensitive to other people's moods and ’
. feelings. . — . ——
6. Being careful--taking pains to make .
sure everything is just right. . — ‘ —_—
7. Being a leader-p:ovi.ding direction . to
the 'sites. —_— ——
8. Having the ability to accept criticisz r
without reacting defensively or with-
drawing. .
.9. Having the ability to deal with gxroup .
conflict. . v
. 10. Having-the ability to /la_ymferefxt roles
.;with different- pecple. ., ’
11: Having a high level of aspiration !.or ! . '
. the sitas. . . d ) — T
12. .Analyzing a situation carefully before
- acting; working out a course of action
in detail before embarking on it.
13. Being a good discussion leader--drawing
Ly . group ferhers into discussion. - ' -
14. Having the ability to evaluate possible -
solutions critically. »
- 15, Having the a.bility to get help when
needed. ), ,
16. ,'Having the abllity to'work in different ’ . : -
’ ways with differeant sites. ) —_— ——
' o " p .

"

EKC | . 221 . ‘
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Statements of Most important -,Least Import;nt .

- Linker/Facilitator - (please check 4, (please check 4,
- - Characteristics . and double check  .and double c